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JUDGES OF THE SUPERIOR COURTS 


Name. District. County. 
Groner: W. WARD «..s660s 500% seoes PITS sng teeiescin eas ews Pasquotank. _ 
ROBERT B. -PEEBLES........202.0.006 SSECONd. ec ccanedi weeds saeee Northampton. 
O.. A UION sci donde wadew erates Third ...esee mere ad tne aches Craven. 
CHARLES M. COOKE................ Fourth ..6< 3. ee ihe eee Franklin, — 
OLIVER H. CATING oeebas akc aiees 1s 3 os Merge ae ee a Lenoir, 
WILLIAM. R,;. ALLEN Si sec ccasescecces DIRUG! oe ccectusee Ae es ad ... Wayne. 
Ci. C.EYON cide tines ee aam iain eese Seventh ...........-. ....Bladen. 
WaLrer H. NEAL...........2.00005 BSH “ect. eawe Seca ee eae Scotland. 
J. CRAwrorp Biaas........... Beas INO ENG erccidiiom wwietalns Durham. 
BENJAMIN EY. LONG... ..ccecccnce es DOMEN Lo. cee eee c cee eee Iredell. 
Erastus B. JONES.........ecee000- HiCVERTH : “avesacics code .. Forsyth. 
JAMES L. WEBB....... Sees eee re TWelith iiwacteccad eee tee Cleveland. 
Ws BS COUN ODE bwaeaces- bow ae aSew Se 'PHIPTtCORTH: 606 655 s5 S04 Ss Watauga. 
Mi, Eds SEEM ye ieers area ad asi ie Gre Wek Gk Fourteenth ..... pretenses Rutherford. 
FREDERICK MOORE .........+... ere Fifteenth ....5....... .....Buncombe, 
GARLAND S, FERGUSON.............. Sixteenth ....... he Satta lay Haywood. 


SOLICITORS 


Name. District. ' County. 

HALLETT S. WARD...... i. desks wis Boe HIPS 2e6eesiats Sates ares Beaufort. 
JOHN H. KRBR y.5 osgua eds eee ese ws Second ......+.. exes ... Warren. 
CHARLES L. ABERNETHY............ TATE eicoiecnks eats pens Carteret. 
CHARLES C. DANIELS......ececeeees EP OUPER + 6% ale 5 oe en gre aes Wilson. 
RupOLPH DUFFY .......... vast cou MALE fee caeaane A de he New Hanover. 
ARMISTEAD JONES ........000eeeee> SIS Vegeeeseees Pe At ieetece Wake. 
N. A. SENCLAIR..... agent eves Seventh: c.csseusstandava Cumberland. 
L. D. ROBINSON.......-06- Meade DEDEDE. pbut-oeekuy wkraede Anson. 
AUBREY L, BROOKS....6.-eee0-+005- ININGN: +23 sheets aS ete Pew Guilford. 
WittiaAmM C. HAMMER...... pbk d OUD: facia ies ers Randolph. 
SP. GRAVES ws oxee carveaceosesw as MICVGNth: n6bSaee vewerease Surry. 
HERIOT CLARKSON ........ee ccc aeee TWElTUN. 134.06 saes wis sees Mecklenburg. 
FRANK A, LINNEY......ccccceceecee Thirteenth ............08. Watauga. 

id ot . BPAINHOURG 64. 4s04use ete €a'es . Fourteenth ........... ... Burke. 
MARK W. BROWN.........60+ saat ears FIteenth 60s ali rd ews Buncombe. 
THADDEUS D. BRYSON.............. PIXCOCNCH: 23h tide vise Swain. 
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LICENSED ATTORNEYS 
SPRING TERM, 1907 


BARKER, JOHN R.......... 200 ee ioral Wh eee hs Arcee tee ase etna wt a eee ae Jones 
BontTzZ, Frep W..... Oe eee Tee ees pag wae ed .....New Hanover, 
BRUMMITT, DENNIS G............ a a er ee eee eee Granville. 
Bryan, STEVEN C.......... mld Wiiin da maceind eet settee uta ine Madison. 
CAPPS, BISMARCK .......-008- ee ee ere Ee ee Poe cae eee Rowan. 
CARPENTER, JOHN G............ (aie sate Se pien ara ataane Gaston.. 
CockE, NoRBMAN A........ PCa es ok CORRAL AY anaes Mecklenburg: 
CocKE, PHILIP C..........-08- ere er a rer eee eee ee ......- Buncombe. 
DAMERON, EDGAR S.........002e eee ee a er ae Site aike nas Sampson. 
FountTAIn, RicuHarp T.......... eee er eee whadeedae-s Edgecombe. 
EUR LORIN WEEIs Sor giock: so Were OG Re Wt hac a eee ae ee ON Iredell. 
GARLAND; JR., PETER W232 060. s cesses ese eee Sele Guede acs .. Charlottesville, Va. 
GARRETT, J. W. OO... cece ewes ee en ee eek at Adetetes Buncombe. 
GOODWYN, GEORGE T....... A eee ee re aaa er rea .... scotland. 
HALL, JOHN W......... ae eee eee Sree ae ex esate eeeerd OYSYUL 
HAYNES, JOSEPH W.........ccecececes earueeey SP aoa iets Sipe Buncombe. 
FATE AEE OW So 588-6. 8.6. 60 ee 6 ee Re ee re te tata 4 ee WAYS: 
HoLpING, BENJAMIN T..........0000. SN araune each eres Franklin. 
HoLtoway, ALVIS C.......... Sah caule anu a ae aaa ree Harnett. 
Horner, Guy T........ ere eae Ee ai tea Anes Gem cpixee ae aon Lynchburg, Va. 
HoyLk&, KENNETH R....... Ee ee ee ee eee ee ....- Moore. 
LASSITER, BENJAMIN K...... ‘pe Stes Saka artineee se ace as Granville. 
LILES, JoSepH F’............. balers Wee dks Aedtin, South A lenints She Hdgecombe. 
LITTLE, JOSEPH W........ NTS ee a ee ....-.New Hanover. 
Love, WALTER B............ Adee. BinaNa Seer olevavanin ave. Alena Pe ees was Union 
Lyon, Otro D........ ee a ee Porat Satcaricd Ce ea eae aa Granville. 
LIVON;- “TWBRY = AC ds: 6 oe bon Fh wee ee ees Rey ee ee eae ere ce eee ee Bladen. 
McNEELY, Ropert N........ pa ethene Gants eae kt ee a ee ... Union. 
MILLARD, LAVID R..... ec ee hi speastalacucues le ee wee eee Buncombe. 
Nose, ALBERT M....... a be eae eed Medea nb anv a Aas Eo Johnston. 
OuTLAW, NEEDHAM W............ Re nce ere” Scat ak Wayne. 
Part, ALBERTUS H.............. chee ‘iw Chad ee tee Gare BIaden, 
RAEFORD, SAMUEL W...........0055 ach eb eae Scans aren Buncombe. 
RAMSEY, JACOB C.......... ia dete tettern manasa sate el lovdewths ds Biseads Beathes Madison. 
RUARK, JOSEPH Wii o ies 04s i00ee be Gera ee oo hee RS ee ea eee Brunswick. 
SCARBOROUGH, Morris M........ oh nba ure Sonera cies ae ia Buncombe. 
SKINNER, BENJAMIN S..... cece eee e cece cence ence eeenenes Perquimans. 
SMOOT,, WILLIAM Bosco ceases bes oeeees sy Waa ee Oem eee Rowan. 
THOMPSON, CHARLES M............ SE a thicgs Ww ete Hie teeta ee eS Buncombe. 
WARREN, JULIEN K....... nb Wuarerewe eo Bare ee re aac oars Chowan. 
WHITSON, SAMUEL P.......... sesesiea taal teal date Aion an tse ata baw Buncombe. 
WINSTEAD, SAMUEL P........ rr eee Peds e DG a eeen eee Buncombe. 


WINSTON, JAMES H...... ee eee ee 
Woopy, THOMAS K................ 


ZOLLICOFFER, DALLAS .........++245 


e*#@@ 82 & 2 © #2 4e & &e #e Pee + e eo mm @ .Durham. 
Pea e awelge ee kee ae NOW Manover, 
eer8ereesese#srrteete#seeeseke#rkewee#@ eeees . Halifax. 
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CALENDAR OF COURTS 


TO BE HELD IN 


NORTH CAROLINA DURING THE FALL OF 1907 AND THE SFRING OF 1908 


SUPREME COURT 


The Supreme Court of North Carolina meets in the City of Raleigh on the 
first Monday in February and the last Monday in August of every year. 
examination of applicants for license to practice law, to be conouciee in 


writing, takes place on the first Monday in each term. 


The 


The Judicial Districts will be called in the Supreme Court in the following 


order: 
Fall Term, 

| 1907. 
First District 1... 6s. cee cer re ee eenens --. August 
Second District. acess ese awd Oe ewww September 
THITG, DIStVick 46504 ss awaaees ooo eeaes .. September 
POUL «DIStriCl. ss tavisas bug eanaeins tite September 
Fifth District ........ JA re eee September 
Sixth District: 44 i4ses es ewe donee ee September 
Seventh District .....cccsc er cceeesenes .. October 
Hiehth: District 24 2exexsecs sans de sentewe ees October 
Ninth District 1... csc eee cece neuen eeaes October 
TAHtH “DISTTIOCU. 2xccwsie ee tae Seca see sais wens October 
Bleventh District ....cccce cess cesnccctons November 
TP weltth. Disttict:..cxrc\votarataeteceunanss November 
Thirteenth District ............ youre glee ave November 
Fourteenth: JOIStriCl: iaieci wate si tee eae November 
PItveenth -DIStvict. <.66.4 esas awy ew aeaws December 


Sixteenth“ DIStriet. s.eibsws.d oedewaa ess s December 


26 
2 
9 


16 


Spring Term, 


1908. 
February 


February | 


February 
February 
larch 
March 
March 
March 
March 
April 
April 
April _ 
April 
May 

May 


~ May 


3 
10 
17 
24 


SUPERIOR COURTS, 


Spring Terms date from January 1 to June 30. 
Fall Terms date from July 1 to December 31. 


——— 





(The parenthesis numeral following the date of a term indicates the num- 
ber of weeks during which court may hold.) 





FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 
FALL TerM, 1907—Judge O. H. Allen. 
Spring TERM, 1908—-Judge Cooke. 

Beaufort—Oct. 21 (2); Dee. 2 (3); 
Feb. 10 (2); jApr. 20 (1); *May 18 
(3) 





Camden—Sept. 9 (1); Mar. 2 (1). 

Pasquotank——Sept. 16 (1); fNov. 18 
(1); jJan. 138 (2); Mar. 9 (2). 

Perquimans—Sept. 23 (1); Mar. 23 


(A) 
Chowan—Sept. 30 (1); Mar. 30 (1). 
Gates—Oct. 7 (1); Apr. 6 (1). 
Washington—Oct. 14 (1); Apr. 13 


(1). , 
Tyrrell—Nov. 4 (1); Apr. 27 (1). 
Dare—-Nov. 11 (1); May 4 (1). 
Hyde—Nov. 25 (1); May 11 (1). 


SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


Fatt Term, 1907—Judge W. R, Allen. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—~Judge O. H. Allen. 
Halifax—Aug. 19 (2); Nov. 25 (2); 
*Jan. 27 (1); Mar. 2 (2); June 1 (2). 
Northampton—fAug. 5 (1); Oct. 28 
(2); tJan. 20 (1); Mar. 23 (2). 
Warren-—Sept. 16 (2); Feb. 10 (1); 
June 15 (2). 
Bertie—Sept. 9 (1); Nov. 11 (2); 
Feb. 17 (1); Apr. 27 (2). 
Hertford—Aug. 12 (1); fOct. 14 
(2); Feb. 24 (1); tApr. 20 (1). 


THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FauL TERM, 1907—Judge Lyon. 

SPRING TERM, 1908—-Judge W, R. Allen, 
Pitt—tAug. 19 (2); Sept. 16 (2); 

+Nov. 4 (2); fDec. 9 (2); Jan. 13 

(2); Mar. 16 (2); Apr. 20 (2). zi 
Craven—* Sept. 30 (1); {Oct. 7 (1); 

+Nov. 18 (2); tFeb. 3 (1); TFeb. 10 

yee 6 (1); *May 4 (2); fJune 


Greene—Sept. 2 (1); Dee. 2 (1); 
Feb. 24 (2); tMay 25 (2). 
Oarteret—Oct. 14 (1); Mar. 9 (1). 
Jones—Oct. 28 (1); Mar. 30 (1). 
. Pamlico—Oct. 21 (1); Apr. 13 (1). 


FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FALL TERM, 1907——Judge Neal. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Lyon. 
Franklin—*Aug. 19 (1); TOct. 14 
(2); Jan. 20 (2); Apr. 13 (2). 
Wilson—Sept. 2 (1); Nov. 11 (2); 
*Dec. 16 (1); Feb. 3 (2); May 11 (1). 
- Vance—-Sept. 30 (2); Feb. 17 (2); 
May 18 (2). 
Kdgecombe—Sept. 9 (1); fOct. 28 


*FRor criminal cases only. 


Currituck—Sept. 2 (1); Feb. 24 (1).. 
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(2); Mar. 2 (1); (2); 
tTJune (2). 
Martin—-Sept. 16 (1); Dee. 9 (1); 
Mar. 16 (1); June 15 (1). 
Nash—* Aug. 26 (1); Nov. 25 (2); 
+Mar. 9 (1); +Mar. 23 (1); Apr. 27 
(2). 


Mar. 30 


FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FALL TERM, 1907—Judge Biggs. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Neal. 

New Hanover—‘*July 22 (2); *Sept. 
23 (1); fSept. 30 (2); TDec. 2 (1); 
*Jan, 20 (2); *Mar. 30 (1); fApr. 6 





(2); tMay 25 (2). 


Pender—Sept. 9 (2); Jan. 13 (1); 
Mar. 23 (1). . 

Duplin—Aug. 26 (2); Nov. 18 (2); 
Feb. 17 (2). 

Sampson——Aug. 5 (2); Oct. 21 (2); 
Feb. 3 (2); Apr. 27 (2). 

Lenoir—*Aug. 19 (1); tNov. 4 (2); 
Dee. 9 (2); fJan. 6 (1); Mar. 9 (2); 
+May 18 (1); *June 15 (1). 

Ons'ow-——July 15 (1); Oct. 14 (1);3 
Apr. 20 (1). 


SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FALL TeurRM, 1907—Judge Long. 
Spring TERM, 1908——Judge Biggs. 

Harnett—Sept. 2 (1); tTNov. 11 (2); 
Feb. 3 (2); May 18 (1). 

Johnston—Sept. 9 (2); Dec. 9 (2); 
Mar. 2 (2). 

Wake—*July 8 (2); *Sept. 23 (2); 
+Oct. 21 (3); *Jan. 6 (2); TFeb. 17 
(2); *Mar. 238 (2); fApr. 20 (3). 

(2); 











Wayne—Aug. 19 (2); Nov. 25 
Jan. 20 (2); Apr. 6 (2). 


SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FaLL TERM, 1907-——-Judge Jones. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Long. 

Columbus—jJuly 15 (2); Sept. 2 
(1); Nov. 25 (1); Feb. 24 (2); Apr. 
13 (2). 

Cumberland——* Aug. 26 (1); fOct. 21 

); *Nov. 18 (1); *Jan. 13 (1); 
+Feb. 17 (1); Mar. 23 (1); tApr. 27 
(2); *May 25 (1). 

Robeson—‘*July 1 (1); Nov. 4 (2); 
+Dec. 2 (2); *Feb. 8 (2); fMar. 30 
(2); tMay 18 (1); Tdune 15 (1). 

Bladen——tJuly 29 (1); Oct. 14 (1); 
Mar. 9 (1). 

Brunswick—tAug. 5 (1); Sept. 23 
(1); Mar. 16 (1). 


EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FaLu TERM, 1907—Judge Webb. 
Sprine TERM, 1908—Judge Jones. 





For civil cases only. {For civil and jail cases. 





COURT CALENDAR. 
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Anson—* Sept. 9 (1); tOct. 7 (1); 
fDec. 2 (1); *Jan. 18 (1); tFeb. 10 
(1); *Mar. 2 (1); *Apr. 18 (1); tMay 
11 (1); June 8 (1). 

Chatham——fAug. 5 (1); Nov. 11 
(1); Feb. 3 (1); May 4 (1). 


Moore—* Aug. 12 (1); 7fSept. 16_ 


(1); *Nov. 18 (1); jDee. 9 (1); flan. 
20 (1); fMar. 23 (1); *Apr. 20 (1); 
tMay 18 (2). 
Richmond-—~—* Sept. 2 (1); +Sept. 23 
(2); *Jan. 6 (1); Mar. 30 (2). . 


Scotland—fOct. 21 (1); Mar. 9 


(1); *Apr. 27 (1); June 1 (1). 

Union—* July 29 (1); tAug. 19 (2); 
*Oct. 28 (2); *Jan. 27 (1); TFeb. 17 
(2); *Mar. 16 (1). 


NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FAuL TERM, 1907—Judge Counceill. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Webb. 
Durham—-*Aug. 26 (1); +Sept. 30 
(2); *Dee. 2 (1); *Jan. 6 (1); tJan. 
20 (2); *Mar. 16 (2); *May 11 (1). 
Guilford—jfAug. 19 (1); *Sept. 16 
~ (1); fOet. 21 (2); *Dec. 9 (1); fDec. 
30 (1); tJan. 13 (1); tPeb. 10 (2); 
*Web. 24 (1); *Mar. 30 (1); tApr. 13 
(2); TJune 1 (2); *June 15 (1). 
Granville—July 29 (1); Nov. 18 
(2); Feb. 3 (1); Apr. 27 (2). 
Alamance—Sept. 2 (2); *Nov. 4 (1); 
Mar. 2 (1); ?May 25 (1). 
Orange—Aug. 5 (1); Oct. 14 (1); 
Mar. 9 (1); {May 18 (1). 
Person—Aug. 12 (1); Nov. 11 (1); 
Apr. 6 (1). 


TENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


Fa TERM, 1907—Judge Justice. _ 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Counciil. 
- Montgomery—Sept. 16 (2); *Jan. 20 
(1); fApr. 13 (1). 
Iredelli—July 29 (2) Oct. 28 (2); 
Jan. 27 (2); May 18 (2), 
Rowan—Aug. 26 (2); Nov. 18 (2); 
Feb. 10 (2); May 4 (2). 
Davidson—Aug. 12 (2); +Nov. i1 
(1); Feb. 24 (2); fApr. 20 (1). 
Stanly—* July 8 (1); +Sept. 9 (1); 
*Jan. 13 (1); fMar. 9 (1). 
Randolph—July 15 (2); Dec. 2 (2); 
Mar. 16 (2). é 
Davie—Sept. 30 (2); Mar. 80 (2). 
Yadkin—Oct. 14 (2); Apr. 27 (1). 


“LEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


Fatt TERM, 1907——Judge Moore. 

SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Justice. 
Ashe—Oct. 21 (2); June 1 (1). 
Forsyth—*July 22 (1); Sept. 9 

(2); *Oct. 7 (1); PDec. 2 (2); *Feb. 

10 (2); tTMar. 9 (2); May 18 (2). 
Rockingham—*July 29 (1); Nov. 4 

(2); Feb. 24 (2); tJune 8 (2). 

A cana ea 19 (1); Mar. 23 


Caswell—Oct. 14 (1); Apr. 13 (1). 

Surry—jyAug. 26 (2); Nov. 18 (2) 
Feb. 3 (2); Apr. 20 (1). 

Stokes—Sept. 23 (2); May 4 (2). 


TWELFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FAuL TERM, 1907-—Judge Ferguson. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Moore. 

Mecklenburg—tJuly 15 (2); *Anug. 
12 (2); *Sept. 23 (1); Sept. 30 (3); 
fNov. 25 (1); *Dec. 2 (1); jJan. 18 
(2); *Feb. 10 (2); fMar. 9 (2); *Apr. 
20 (1); fApr. 27 (1); *June i (1); 
tJune 8 (1). 

Cleveland—-July 29 (2); Nov. 4 (2); 
Mar. 23 (2). 

Gaston—Sept. 9 (2); Nov. 18 (1); 
Feb. 24 (2); May 18 (2). 

Lincoln—Sept. 2 (1); Dee. 9 (1); 
Apr. 6 (1). 

Cabarrus—Aug. 26 (1); Oct. 21 
(2); Jan. 27 (2); May 4 (2). 


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FALL TERM, 1907-—Judge Ward. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—Judge Ferguson. 
Wilkes—Aug. 5 (2); fOct. 7 (2); 
fJan. 20 (2); Mar. 9 (2). 
Catawba—July 8 (2); Oct. 28 (2); 
Feb. 3 (2); tMay 4 (2). 
‘Alexander—Sept. 23 (2); Feb. 17 


(1). 
Caldwell—Aug. 26 (2); +fNov. 25 

(2); Feb. 24 (2). vs 
Mitchell—j}July 22 (2); Nov. 11 (2); 

Apr. 6 (2). * 
Watauga—Sept. 9 (2); Mar. 23 (2). 


FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FALL TERM, 1907—Judge Peebles. 
SPRING TERM, 1908—-Judge Ward. 
Yancey—Sept. 2 (2); Mar. 23 (2); 
tJune 15 (1). 
MeDowell—July 22 (2); Sept. 16 


(2); jJan. 20 (2); Feb. 17 (2). 


Henderson-—* Sept. 30 (2); tNov. 11 
(2); *Mar,. 2 (1); May 11 (2). 
Rutherford—+Aug. 19 (2); Oct. 28 
(2); Feb. 8 (2); Apr. 6 (2). 
Polk—Oct. 14.(2); Apr. 20 (2). 
Burke—Aug. 5 (2); ¢Dee. 2 (2); 
Mar. 9 (2); fJune 1 (2). 


FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 


FaLL TERM, 1907—Judge Guion, 
SPRING TERM, 1908—-Judge Peebles. 
Buncombe—July 29 (2); +Sept. 9 
(6); Nov. 11 (2); tDee. 2 (2); Feb, 3 
aad 9 (4); Apr. 20 (2); TMay 





Madison—Aug. 12 (2); +0Oct. 28 
Ne ee: 20 (2); Feb. 24 (2); {May 


Transylvania—-Aug. 26 (2); Nov. 25 


(1); Apr. 6 (2) 


SIXTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT. 
FaLu TERM, 1907—Judge Cooke. 


‘SPRING TeRM, 1908—Judge Guion. 





Haywood—Sept. 23 (2); Jan. 27 (3). 

Jackson—Oct. 7 (2); Feb. 17 (2); 
t}May 18 (2). 

Swain—July 22 (2); Oct. 21 (2); 
Mar. 2 (2). 

Graham—Sept. 2 (2); Mar. 16 (2). 

Cherokee—Aug. 5 (2); Mar. 30 (2). 

Clay——Sept. 16 (1); Apr. 13 (1). . 

Macon—Nov. 18 (2); Apr. 20 (2).- 


a A A a 


*For criminal cases only. +For civil cases only. {For civil and jail cases. 


Compiled from the Court Calendar of A. B. Andrews, Jr., of the Raleigh Bar. 


i ee 


CASES REPORTED IN THIS VOLUME 


A 

PAGE. 
Adams, 8S. v ee Saag gins te ar 699 
Adderholt, Beam v (Mem.)..... 700 
Addington, Se Vo is. seecewecede’s 683 
Alsobiook, 8. v (Mem.)......... 699 
Application for License, in re.. 1 
Asheville v Trust Co. .......... 360 
Association, Hay v .........6.- 256 

B 

Bailey, KR. Vases icieiaoea eas 380 
Bank Vo Hays ccadae eee Annses 326 
Bank v Hollingsworth ......... 520 
Banks). 3s. V. -aieielewie eee os ceases 652 
Barfield, Howell v (Mem.)‘..... 698 
Barrett v Brewer .......0+eee00% 88 
Battle, Trust Co. v (Mem.)..... 701 
Beam v Adderholt (Mem.) ..... 700 
Beard v R. R, ...... Pe ree re 136 
Benbow, Trust Co. v (Mem.).... 701 
Biles Vasc Re wkd oss Saris eee vis; 
Bird v Leather Co. ............ 283 
Bourne v Sherrill ............. 381 
Brewer, Barrett V .....cceeeees 88 
Bridge Co., Isley V ........008: 51 
Bridgers, Dorsey v (Mem.) .... 700 
Briscoe v Jordan (Mem.) ...... 700 
Briscoe, Martin V ........cee ees 353 © 
Brittain, x Vo actewetees eee sao 668 
Brown v R. R. (Mem.)......... 697 


Burge v. Telegraph Co. (Mem.). 701 
Burke, McCormick v (Mem.)... 701 


C 
Cannaday v R. R. ..... ee eee eee 439 — 
Carleton ‘VicRe Bs sac eis es ee 43 
Carpenter, Gaither v ........... 240 
Carpenter, Rilew Vv ........eeee 215 


Carter v Telegraph Co. (Mem.). 699 


Chalkley, Machine Co. v ....... 181 
Chevester v Moore (Mem.)..... 701 
Coltrane, Milling Co. v (Mem.). 701 
Commissioners, Jones v ....... 59 
Commissioners v Trust Co. ..... 110 
Cooper, Martin v (Mem.)....... 700 
Cooper, Queen v (Mem.)....... TOL 
Construction Co., Keel v .....: 429 
Cotton Mills, Ivey i cule ce candies 189 
Cotton Mills, Mining Co. v...... 307 
Cotton Mills, Tillinghast v ..... 268 


Creighton v Water Comrs. ..... 171 
Crouch, Gast v (Mem.)........ 700 


D 
PAGE. 
Davis v R. R. (Mem.).......... 697 
Davis, S.ioV acc eidevces eee ease es 611 
Davis, Sutton v ............66. 474 
Delinting Co., Ledbetter v 
CNECMG Seis aided cata ee eee we aes 699 
Dobson v R. R. (Mem.) ........ 700 
Dorsey v Bridgers {Mem.)...... 700 
Duckworth v Mull ¢............ 461 
Duffy v Ins. Co. (Mem.)........ 697 — 
E 
Eborn v Lumber Co. (Mem.)... 700 
Bis, Temly ey ssies csc ee ness 200 
Ellis v Mitchell (Mem.)..... ... 698 
Emerson, Ledford v ....... Swan. Dok 
1 ‘ 
Fountain, Woody v ............ 66 
_Fry, Matthews v ..... Caatew Abate 384 
Furniture Co., Tysinger. v. 
CIVECIN GD. caicainre See ee aoe sae ote ee 699 
a 
Gaither v. Carpenter ........... 240 
Garner, S. v (Mem.) ........... 699 
Gast v Crouch (Mem.) ......... 700 
Gay v R. R. (Mem.) ........... 697 
Gooden v Lumber Co. (Mem.)... 697 
Green v Green .......... cee eeee 406 
Green, McAfee vi ...... ec eee eee 411. 
Grocery Co., Stanford v ........ 419 
Gunter v Tobacco Co..(Mem.)... 699 
Wh 
Hairston v Leather Co. ........ 512 
Hall v R. R. (Mem.)........... 698 
Hanner, S. V ....ecceeee te hietis waka 632 
Hardware Co., R. R. v ......... 54 
Hardware Co., Typewriter Co. v 97 
Harrell v Webb (Mem.) ....... 700 
Harrison v Stickney (Mem.).... 698 
Harrison v Telegraph Co. ...... 147 
Hay v. Association ............ 256 
Flay; “Baie “We acts ease verte Cats 326 
| ET AVOR Wc bee Pts atsd's 4 wsacc ea tek 125 
|. Baynesey Rio Re sine caveseaeee aes 154 
Heartt v Pool (Mem.)......:... 698. 
Helms v Telegraph Co. ........ 386 
Hicks v Manufacturing Co. ..... 73 


TICKS) (BV sacar co coweeeesas 4 689_— 


CASES REPORTED. 





PAGE. 
Hickory Vv He Ri sv dacas sad ee ess 451 
ley Ee ees eee wee ba Saws 539 
Hobgood v Match Go. (Mem.)... 701 
POG ein: Va Wa Re ho ow ea eases 93 
Holland v. By Res ncccised sseoeds 485 
Hollingsworth, Bank v......... 520 
Hough, S. v (Mem.)......ececee 698 
Howell v Barfield (Mem.)...... 698 
Howland, Kimberly v .......... 398 
Punter, Sa Vo a iviehcnewwa tw eae a 607 

I 
Inre Application for License.... 1 
Inve Shelton’s Will ............ 218 
Inre Wittkowski’s Land ....... 247 
Insurance Co.; Duffy v (Mem.).. 697 
Insurance Co., Parker v ........ 3389 
Insurance Co., Thaxton v ...... 33 
Isley v Bridge Co. 2.1... cece eee 
Ivey v Cotton Mills ............ 189 
J 

Jackson v Neuse River Mills 

(RIG). Aehecwseasaweucne aes 698 
Jackson, S. v (Mem.) .......... 697 
Jennings v White (Mem.)...... 697 
Johnson, 8S. v (Mem.) .........6. 697 
Jones v Commissioners......... #59 
Jones v Telegraph Co. (Mem.).. 698 
Jordan, Briscoe. vy (Mem.) ..... 700 
Keech, Worsley v (Mem.) ...... 700° 
Keel v Construction Co, ....... 429 
Kendall; Si V 464 cock iseseea naw 659 

Kimberly v Howland ee 398 
King, de ae ia ha een ee Oman eae 677 
L 
Laws, Turner v (Mem.) ........ 699 
Leather Co., Bird V ....csececes 283 
Leather Co., Hairston v ........ 512 

Ledbetter v Delinting Co. 

COTO - cased sicaw vtec wdea setae’ 699 
Ledford v Emerson ............ 527 
Lemly v. Ellis ..... 0... cucu ates 200 
License, Application for, in re... a 
Linebarger v Linebarger ...... 229 
Little, Rowell v (Mem.)........ 699 
Little, S. v (Mem.)............. 698 
WOW. We WV: feraiaseie thea aaa tae eU 
Lumber Co., Eborn v (Mem.)..‘700 
Lumber Co., Gooden v (Mem.).. 697 
Lumber Co. v. R. Ru... ee. eee eee 824 
Lyman v Lyman (Mem.)...... 700 


a 


10 


M 
PAGE, 
Machine Co. v. Chalkley ....... 181 
Mallard: Bic Vo oa cava eo Naw ges 666 
Manufacturing Co., Hicks v..... 73 
Manufacturing Co. v Summers.. 102 
Manufacturing Co., Shaw v..... 131 
Marsh, Smith v (Mem.)........ 698 
Martin: ¥ BrisG0e wi cje ici cee ne 358 
Martin v Cooper (Mem.)....... 700 
Match Co., Hobgood v (Mem.).. 701 
Matthews v Bry .....s ces cevces 384 
McAfee V Green 2... sees cece 411 
McCormick v Burke (Mem.).... 701 
MceGnee. SiN 2 e4 caiesd 6445 3 640 
McKinnon v R, R. (Mem.)...... 701 
Meredith v. R. R. (Mem.)...... 697 
Miller v Miller (Mem.)......... 700 
Miller v R. R. (Mem.) ......... 700 
Millet ¥ Riche s40k2034 000 ea nes 115 
Milling Co. v Coltrane (Mem.).. 701 
Mining Co. v Cotton Mills...... 307 
Mining Co., Morrison v ........- 250 
Mitchell, Ellis v (Mem.) ....... 698 
Moore, Chedester v (Mem.)..... 701 
Morrison v Mining Co. ........ 250 
Morrison v Teague ....sssveeee 186 
Mull, Duckworth Vv ............ 461 
N 
Neuse River Mills, Jackson v 
CNLOMIS): spate dst ceros saa ee 698 
P 
Parker v Insurance Co. ........ 339 
Parks vi is 44 oes c vite oe 289 
Pedrick v R. R. wu cece cece eee 485 
Peterson VR: Re acess iene een 260 
Pool, Heartt v (Mem.) ......... 698 
Q 
Queen v Cooper (Mem.) ....... TOL 
R # 
R.R., Gay v (Mem.) .....eeeeees 697 
R.R:, Bailey Vo ss ass ei eden 380 
R. R., Beard Vio viaes cease even es 136 
Ra Ri, BUR Vee Fak oes Sew ESS 78 
RR; Ry Carleton: Vi asses ccc aee tes 43 
R, Ri, Cannaday Vs 14 .inccwanw es 439 
R.R., Davis v (Mem.)..... Pate ee i 697 | 
R.R., Hall v (Mem.) ......405. 698 
R.R. v Hardware Co. .... cee ees 54 
RR Hayes: Vo ae veces eee aes 125 
Rs-R:,; Paynes: Vo abseninckceae seen 154 
R.R., Hickory vi... ssseves 2. 401 


CASES REPORTED. 





pis mike a imal 


PAGE. 
Re ELLY, Vo: ooh ec bane deel eae Se 539 
Re HOd2In Vi cosa evie was aats 93 
-R., Holland Vii.ceccccsscseocs 435 
wR. WMper CO: Ve aa his tees as 324 
.R., McKinnon v (Mem.) ..... 701 
Ry MALICE Vi Jesrene hse Saves, eos 115 
"R., Parks v ...... Kos aaa 289 
Ry POGrick Vo awsant swede dee 485 
‘ R., Peterson Me <5 in achace imian eee 260 
-R., Roberts Vo ...sec- sec cees 176 
PRs SUEAW Vo Seba aieee vatelaecs 312 
.R., Brown v (Mem.) Stasren ates is 697 
.R., Dobson v (Mem.)......... 700 
R., Meredith v (Mem.) ..... . 697 
R., Miller v (Mem.) ......... 700° 
R., Roberson v (Mem.) ...... 699 
Riley v Carpenter ..........0068 215 
Roberson v R. R. (Mem.) ...... 699 
Roberts v R. BR. ww... ee eee ce eee 176 
Roberts v Roberts ..........06, 309 
Robinson; Si Vo siswtiv ces. eee wes 620 
Rives, S. v (Mem.) ............ 697 
Rowell v Little (Mem.) ......... 699 
Ss 
Scott, S. v (Mem.) ............ 698 
Shaw v Manufacturing Co nea eee ge 131 
“SSAA Ve ROR Notes hetero 312 
Shelton’s Will, in Te... . ccc cen ee 218 
Shepard v Telegraph COsecxewies 244 
Sherrill, Bourne v ...........5. 381 
Shumake v Wilkesboro (Mem.).. 700 
SiMIMONS;. So V e4ss ee oO es Gewese. 613 
Smith v Marsh (Mem.) 4 caveat aia (698 
Smith, Wall v (Mem.)......... 700 
Stanford v Grocery Co.......... 419 
S. v Adams (Mem.) ........... 699 
So AGGINGTON: 34 a ee 4 eats 683 
S. v Alsobrooks (Mem.) ....... 699 
ry ISOS: or ee ee atts alee Se eesics 652 
Si aa PUCUALT, wt ecto e wie ewe ones 668 
Seo WDA VIS oak ce Sew ae Gare oe ees 611 
S. v Garner (Mem.) ........... 699 
Se Vane. 5 as tawae pts. 632 
me Y PELICKG: 6 sche ee ga sees ee eee 689 
S. v Hough (Mem.) ./......... 698 
Du FAUMNUCr: -25~ eucdartet eats 607 
S. v Johnson (Mem.) .......... 697 
SaViulendall sieve ekenswak aes 659 
WR ANS pigsie hts sgt Peseta ae cotati ate tace 677 
S. v Little (Mem): ee eee 698 
Dic AONE. atest eases 670 
De VC GHCC® oe eee ew ca ae Gow ass 640 
SyaV Mallard: acca woe eet ie aes 666 


| Stickney, Harrison v (Mem.)... 


11 


. PAGE. 
S. v. Rives (Mem.) ........... 697 
S. v Robinson ........ceeeeees 620 
S. v Scott (Mem.) .........08- 698 
So °V SIMMONS: siiias courses en en 613 
S.°v “Turner: «44% wesanuk tyes 641 
S. v Williams (Mem.) ......... 700 
Steadman v Steadman.......... 345 


Summers, Manufacturing Co. v.. 102. 
Sutton v Davis ....ccceesvencoe, 474 
rT 
Tanning Co. v Telegraph Co.... 376 
Teague, Morrison V ........06- 186 
Tel. Co., Burge v (Mem.) ...... TOL 
Tel. Co., Carter v (Mem.) ..... 699 
Tel. Co.,, Harrison Vo iw saccesceds 147 
Tel. (Co. HGIM6 Vo cadian-tes ocdeaas 386 
Pel, Cog. JONES OV sect yaeeee es 698 
Tel. Co., Shepard v .........0.6- 244 
Tel. Co.,, Tanning Co. Vv ........ 376 
Tel. Co., Thomas v (Mem.) 697 
Thaxton v Insurance Co. ...... 33 
Thomas v Tel. Co. (Mem.) ..... 697 
Tillinghast v Cotton Mills ...... 268 
Tobacco Co., Gunter v (Mem.) .. 699. 
Trust Co., Asheville v .......... 360 
Trust Co. v Battle (Mem.) ..... 701 
Trust Co. v Benbow (Mem.) 701 
Trust Co., Commissioners v'..., 110 
Trustees, ‘Webb Wage a arco nreteavatanek 299 
Turner v Waws (Mem.) ........ 699 
PULNGT SSM wacsa eee ae Se sees 641 
Typewriter Co. v Hardware Co.. 97 

Tysinger v Furniture Co. 

(MSI): cel kedie dk cies oe eiainn's 699 

WwW 
Wall vy Smith (Mem.) .......... 700 
Water Comrs., Creighton v ..... 171 
White, Jennings v (Mem.) ..... 697 
Webb, Harrell v (Mem.) ....... 700 
Webb v Trustees ........0.000. 299 
Westall,. York V aos avuses eG ewak@ 276 
Wilkesboro, Shumake v (Mem..) 700 
Williams, S. v (Mem.) ......... 700 
Wittkowski’s Land, in re........ 247 
Woody v Fountain ............. 66 
Worsley v Keech (Mem.) ...... 700 
a 4 

York-vo Westall sis seas weve asS.es 276 


CASES CITED BY THE COURT 


F'roM NorTH CAROLINA REPORTS. 


Adams ¥. Ri Riiiwiaei ot eati aes 110 N. 
AGGINS: “Sy Virss doe hoes eG new es 186 N. 
AGGMNS,- Ss Vitscon te Osean oa 1388 N. 
Alexander, Davidson v....... 84 N, 
. Alexander v. Gibbon ......... 118 N. 
Alexander, Williams v....... 39 N. 
Alien, Dorsey V...i eee e eee 85 N. 
Alley v. Howell ............. 141 N. 
Alspaugh, Eubanks v......... 189 N. 
Ammons ¥. Re Ric s isciad wow ee 140 N., 
Anderson vy. Doak ........... 32 N. 
Anderson v. Wilkins ......... 142 N. 
Andrews v. Tel. Co........... 119 N. 
Arnold, S. v......... hae Wee 107 N. 
Asheville, Hilliard v......... 118 N. 
ASSO, TOY Vetch eeevanyhewie 148 N. 
Attorney-General v. Blount .. 11 N. 
Attorney-General v. Lea...... 388 N: 
AVOry Vi Ri Rie hb i oes bees eus 137 N. 
AYCOGK ¥V. Re Reiecavicees cade 89 N. 
Bacon v. Johnson .........00. 110 N. 
Bagley, Winfree v............ 102 N. 
Bailes, Bowden v..... ce cee ea 101 N. 
Bailey v. Rutjes ............. 86 N. 
Baker v. Garris ....c....00e> 108 N. 
Baker v. Jordan .......ccee0: 73 N. 
Baker v. McAden ............ 118 N. 
Ball v. Paquin ........e0000: 140 N, 
Ballard, 8. Vis s on eae 79 N. 
Balsey, Millhiser v........... 106 N. 
Bank vy. Burgwyn .......ceaee 108 N. 
Bank’ v,. Burn s.soeiseswarasa on 107 N. 
Bank v. Cotton Mills ......... 115 N. 
Bank v. Howell .............. 118 N, 
Bank v. Pugh ..........05. ore 8 N. 
Barber, Cumming v...... teense 99 N, 
Barcello v. Hapgood.......... 118.N., 
Barden, Howell v............. L4N. 
Barden, Howell v............. 14 N. 
Barker ¥; Ri: Risse asec se eee LOU Ne 
:. “Barker, Sc Vessetetude sat akas 107 N. 
-Barnawell v. Threadgill ...... 56 N. 
Barnes v. Calhoun ........... 37 N. 
Barnes, Craddock v....... se 142 N, 
Barrett, Se Visas ipak esac e es 123 N. 
BaYVOUty Se. Vow ee Ane a ete a ten 5 138 N. 
Barrington S. Vi... ee c eee . A444 N, 


i 


sa) 


me 
Lt 


anaaagaaaaaagaaaaaana 


“ ~ = 7 “a ~~ “ “ = Ne ~“ “ “ Ne ~w ~“ ‘e ~“ 


ananaannaananaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa 


“ee ~~ “ ~“ “= “ nd “ Ne “ “ ~“ ‘e “e “ “e Ne ~~ “ w we a Ne w 7 = 


BOG nicenstee etapa aaa 295 
BI culate un cee es 642 
COP rcseiGu Se vgnenreeae mona 643 
7 Igoe eee ania tee eee ne 857 
(OG: wiastedraatavaeanverendeten 69 
B00: « dsectminnsedanisads a5 .. 280 
BBR ai. cted be ahatotaaten ts 452, 510 
1G acter onset ueaetince tenes 248 
B20! Anacuemie her asatiestedens 196 
B00 ot ehamgtatanymsedea anna 427 
DOG! ahiicramccammaaanns ice 443 
DE sche berden eden ates 418 
ROA, oo le cmotce tiranstana eens 394 
BB eo casieacica einai apeitee 673 
SL satin an heaters Ca nk 378 
D5 Gt nan kccd na eae ae a oace 336 
BBD oe secant atictinut eemrad enticed 509 
BOI a igsutucia pes cseusaeeacs 509 
160s cots aan ue taste cases 87 
BOA ans ecg de iad tient 47 
114s: csimnnt Muna ian ak 208 
Ba aasha- tuck thamnsiateswace hae’ 218 
BID ca meedemanmiatones wadias 428 
ia eae ee ee mae hn Ee Wea t 256 
DIG. ine ntemamcsae is rs 622 
TAGisdcseh sauce he aac n vnunet at 622 
TAO) fa Sc Ssrerechadetantsn es diclmcataied! 417 
BO) cokeG aha haa tue Maeuet 623, 680 
G20 Lion datceaataeturs heaan 248 
dO Aeaxpivad aa Gir ioncaateante 342 

BO ets shana yen gies . 109 
16S eerereda aknarnereniee o4 538 
GOs cecil anentiae atadatie: 356 
DBs aad cgre atid ineaalsdes ane 630 
DOG s deoona wera sushecguet ie Cate 617 
OOD. det wie hath ah a diciotece cates 194 
TDP a aah cake edanitrgcndeucee ts 418 
BADE io a Seana eaters 233 
BAD! a cte-dincen anid doula dienes 222 
Dt; ieee tat cat ee aed nae 293 
O1d isnaietccogetacteelencas 669 

OS Stee ater easements 280 
199s uctuntensen penance 452, 509 
ere eee ee ore ae 485 
BB win Massmuseaued eee ost 617 
CBU ciict ae aureus ic, eee 23 
G20) cvsndaned se laces acts 674 


CASES CITED. 




















— 
Ww 


Bass, Morgan V...c.cccccreee DOs Ws (EAs ba bee eas Ole eamaee tes 350 
Baylees, Black v............. ROvINs Gad U a aiwairaw ok owed ae ees 101 
Beard: vi Rel Reskacesic ensures VAS: INGOs SG oe se odie ee ees o2ee os 198 
Bell V. PCarey 2.43% acsanceass Ba No Das Ye wsga ere de aed ae a eternal ager a 426 
bell Vv; Re Ricaweas Rie ledin ou 107 NC OE ee icanas void nto ank 295 
Bell. Stanton Ve oksaieeee ks DNs, ED 2 be ae aca eeaclee eee tet 196 
Bell, Si. Vvasel bad aude eas 136 ON. Cs O07 ace co sccean cose e wean 578 
Bell Ward Viskaigeestans ewnes i EN OE. NO her aa ara eia Pak ale-G re we a cee 687 
Benbow, Trust Co. V.......... S50 Ne Az 60S: 4nd OS Re BER ee Oe Coe Re 231 
Benevolent Association, Hay v. (at this term) .......... cc eee cee eee 336 
Bennett v. Tel. Co............ E28 Ne Ci -10S cece ord 0 TS ESS CRS OS 394 
Benton y. Collins ............ 126 ONG Os oe Dac 8 eile aside Dna mw aie hes By) 
Bernhardt v. Brown ......... TIS Ne Ge Ae acai Cab abe Oe een aes 385 
Biggs v. Insurance Co......... BO. INS (Ge eds Ge nae ae alae Bo aati Dre are ee 330 
Biggs, S. v...... tanite aoa Reaeat ate ee 133 (Ni Cig 129: jaaw awa by-aee ewan eens 15 
Biggs, Smithwick v........... Bo Ne Cg 28 2c tate eR aXe acdsee 352 
Biles Vi Te Wiss pease TO. IN 3O DG, cadre tak Sane GOS wae 165 
‘Biles V2 A Raw st ada cesee ose 130 NCOs Doe. 22ers Sacktee eases een keee 439 
Bivings v. Gosnell ........... 1 8 Ws ae are i CSR er enn et ern ene 350 
Black v. Baylees ............. ope in 5 7 A ae 101 
Blackley, S. vi... cece nce e ces BOG: ING Og ORE. fa 66S Reese Sew Gee Sees 674, 694 
Blackwell v. R. R............ BE: IN CIE hot ae ces gturaae er ae oan ee 401 
Blackwood vy. Jones .......... BEAN CA), 604s we Wena ice eae eran eas 566 
Blake, Winder v............. BO IN: Boe Ory bead VN ie ERA RS 265 
Blount, Attorney-General v... 11 N.C, 3884 ..... cc eee cc ce eee 509 
Blount v. Guthrie ............ DON age aii weenie ana ble Sees Pubes kos es 256 
Bile Wow. Fi kw ies ese LTT AN: Cig O84 6 vic oe eae sae eee a ews 293 
Blue v. Ritter................ LIS ON Oi DBO: ates ee ntra via heed ow ee eeee 351 
BIG, Bi Vein sais ee aa be eee: 84 NACA BOD: 45a ee CaS ee 634, 6386 
Board of Education v. Makely 189 N. C., 35 ow... cc eee cee ccc c ee eee 245 
Bond, Sprague v..........000. TOS: Ng Cn Oo he oN enc ba Obra dee alsa de 382 
BOONE.) Bi Ven Sasee er ioe ae he £52: NEG ALO Core seep eeeh ev awaiate 8 ah was 615 
Boroughs, Trolinger v........ P38 Ne Opole 45x 4a OR ER Me’ 188 
BOSt.“V.. DOSt. «-ni-seeag es ou. ¥ens SN es ACL Seah oes aotearoa 139 
‘Bostic v. Rutherford ........ TLUNs ©... Bava sain GN eeaahataresaA 426 
Bowden v. Bailes ........,.... ROE. DNA OLS oobi aie Reso Sane be bere Nes 428 
Bowman, S. V...cvrcccccceece PONG Cog 000 ak oakeeD ee RS ORR 139 
Boyer v. Teague ............. BOG Ne Sg OCG. 84 a coe See dares ara Sale lg harks woh: 663 
BOVett, Se Veeokd chicas Seicaeee Bos IN As SOO uae LK Va a FANE ERR 616 
Boyette, Kirby v............. PUG ING iy DOR 6 hPa oe oe PRS eee ene 576 
BVA y, Sc Vita ee bares eee ies TOT Ns. 32826 sch one eed doa ee ee eae 676 
Branton -v. O’Briant ......... DOR IN iy, LOS yd ha dae oon Nk Bacels apis 385 
Bray v. Insurance Co......... E39 IN. Gig cod U wt amebe vee Ge eee ada weweans 343 
PAPA Y 0 iets bee ae BRS BON. ie BRO acd a ei eS ended 02 kee 635 
Brewer v. Tysor.........c000. BSN: oa LOL. «chau cieeae de wadeeegeaacte 432 
Brewer v. TYSor............0- BU ANG i. Alo: Gui eae ee eee ia alee wes 432 
Bridge Co. v. Comrs. ......... SL ON: hos, BOL cra ate week ae eas 499 
Bright Ve SUBS ce siidss cusses BO WNC. Boe cwarase Saeed as akdvaeok Paes 311 
Bright vy. Tel. Co............. DS ie Oe LS Hw aca cee e 9 bale in seed et 394 
Brinkley v. R. R............. 135. Na Oe (GOR. oe Gasee bodes bak aed MER 293 
Brittain v. McKay ........... Be UNC OGG oy aes ic ie eae h ais aareois 281 
Brittain, Ss. Viwcesses es Swans BU Ne CAS L. atacand eae Gene oo Vn oars 636 
Bronson. v, Insurance: COcc<¢5.%. 85 IN. Co All Jee iaiseneyeaveadeg ames 65 
Brooks, Huneycutt v......... TiGOINs Cigs 100. sare elie di eee bake 69 
Brothers v. Brothers ........ Be IN Oss. DOD? ie ca he OE Paes wowed wee 352 
Broughton, Pepper v......... SUI x: ZO bs ori-a'saaie Serenata bee was 231 
Brown, Bernhardt v.......... LES IN (Oe EL, 3. e whe bead ded oe ee OSD 
. Brown, Tsler Vicks cesceeeed see OG Ny (Ce 300 oe betwee tes oiewa sl wceedes 625 
Brown v. Power Co........... PAO IN Og GOk eos Bie eee ee Se ee eS was 298 
Browne ¥. ihe Rest nese tens BOUIN? MO BON wera de ddd ab ewan ea eee 455 © 


CASES CITED. 





Brown; O Vestatbtsatata asa 46 
ABYOW Ns Os Vie ctu Gaara sail 125 
Bruce v. Crabtree ............ 116 
Bryan: vi HOdg6s st. sa wawaks 107 
Bryan, Stewart V.........e00. 121 
Bryan v. Telegraph Co....... 188 
Bryan v. Telegraph Co....... 133 
Bryant, Se “Vic seews ees tt Howes 111 
Bryson, Matthis v............ 49 
Bry sly. Bi Visiereeee tae aS $1 
Buchanan, 8. vV...... eat ocaoels 130 
B. and L. Asso., Smith v...... 116 
Bullock vy. Bullock ........... 131 
Bunch y. Lumber Co......... 134 
Bunting v, Ricks ............- 22 
Burgwyn, Bank v............ 108 
Burns, Banks Veins sniviccsek ds 107 
Burnett, Mizell v............. 49 
Burton v. Green 2... cc cece eee 94 
Burton Ss. Vewiaks ties wawens 113 
BUstOn:-S:: Viwastcateteee ces 138 
Busbee v. Commissioners..... 93 
Byrd: Soo Vena tart sadn wei ie bod 
Cable (Ss Vewstcchoucdeieeeens 114 
CAD aAn:: 5... “Visa wie eens 94 
Calhoun, Barnes v............ 37 
Cally De Nw ee ragnaaw a tntewtaed Se 121 
Cameron v. Hicks ........... 141 
Campbell v. Everhart ........ 139 
Campbell, Smith v........... 10 
Canal Co., Mullen v........... 114 
Canal.Co., Mullen v........... 130 
Candler v. Electric Co........ 135 
Cannon v. Telegraph Co..... , 100 
» {C8DDSs Ss Virdee eit ieee aws 134 
Carpet Co., Stewart v......... 188 
Carr, Edgerton v............. 94 
Carr, Williams v....... Sick ake 80 
Carroll v. Hodges ........... 98 
Carter v. Rountree .......... 109 
Carlen. BiiVissi vee cea ees 126 
Carter Vi. Tels Os cits sige ice uae 141 
- Cashion v. Tel. Co............ 123 
Cashion v. Tel. Co............ 124 
Chambers, Johnson v......... 32 
CHAVIS; (S. Viss dink san aseaes 80 
Chitty, Debnam v............ 131 
Claflin v. Underwood ........ 75 
Clark Vi Tay” cine asd ooee wee 98 
Clark, McRainy v............. 4 
Clark... ‘Sec Vitra cers tee ates 134 
Clement v. Foster......... Soe 299 
Clute, Corbett v.............; 1387 
Cobb, Weisel v............00. 122 
Coe, Kirkham v.............. 46 
Coffey, JoneS Vi... .... sec e eee 109 
Cogdell v. R. Ru... ce cee ee ee 129 


AALLAALLAALAALALZALALZLAALAZALLZLALALLLA 


AAALZALZALALLZLAALAALALZAAZAZAZ 


agaagggaaaanaaaaaaaaaaa 


7 “ oN “e “ ay “ a “ Ne “ Ne “e “ we eM “ “ “ 


OQ 


ancaanaaaeaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa 


jun. 
re 


‘ “ ‘ “ aa “a ~~ tw “ Ne “ ~~ eo ~ ad Ne va “ “ “e a ~“ = “= we “ “Me Ne ~“ 


ae 8 © eo @ ee ee eee hh ele let lel 
Ce 2 
ore eo eo + © oe ee © Pee ee ee eee 
ee ee ee 7 
anspeeen@ @ oe es © @ & © © eh ee ee ee 
a a A 
et ®@e ee eo wa meee @ ee @ Oe oe ee He a RH 
Ce 
es @ @ @ © © © © oe we He He He ee ee ee + 
ae @ @ @ oO ee ee oe Oe He ee ee ee ee 
Cr ee ee 2 2d 
Ce ee ee 
re 
re 
Cr ed 
ee #8 @ © © we ee He HHH HB eH ee SF ee 
oe. © # @ © © © 6 eae FH + FH He + He HF FH 
| 
Pe ee ee | 
es Po ee ewee eae te © OH ee we ee +e ee 
Ce ee 2 
es @ @ + @ @ we ee ee eh elke hhh eh hl hh he 


ee 


Ce J 
re 2 2 


eee 2 ee bp ee ee eel ell ee 


*¢#e8@ @4@¢@ 8 @ © wo @ © we ee ee rh hl hlUcrlhlUh hl 
oe *# @ we @ ee Fe ow He ee HF Fe Fe HH Fe Fe HO 
* ee @ # ee @ & © 6 eH Fe 8 ee eer hl hl hl lhe 
eee @ * @eenteeeatkte# # ee © ®@ @# @ © @ @ ee 
oe 8 @ © e © e © ew wo ee Be ee ee eee ee He 
oo, - @ @ #€& © eo we ee ese eee ee He He He ee 
Pr re ee ee ee ee | 
Ce ee 
eer eo ee oe eens ee ee me ee 
ae@ea*> Pte se eoee#e Pt © se Pe GFF FG *@ FH wee eT HE oS 
ose #@ @ # @ Bese ee te ee ee HehUhhUh MhUh hhh HhUhHMhUh]D 
#se2. © 8B ee ee & ee ee ee rhUhhUcrOhUhhUhhUhhlUh Mh Hh he 
| A 
eh | 
Sr 2 
snes t es ®@ @ se os @ #h #e +e ee eH ee Heh 
steerer ese Fe eae tet @ @ © ese @ & H | 
i a 
Sr e ? 
a er a ay 
oe ¢ ¢ #@e ee @ #e Oe #2 2 oe HO 
Cr ee | 
esc et se @ ae st toes we ee ewe wee ewe eee 
ee ey 
aoe @ © © © ee he ee Oe He ee eee ee hh at 
ere esp rpe@e@ae eet eo # @ we oO oe ee Fee 
Sh 2 
esse es oe @ @ ee se heh ehUhhUh hhh rh hr Ohhh FU UD 
SY 


ee 


CASES CITED. 





Cogdell v. Tel. Co..........6. 135 
Cohen, PreisS V..........0005 117 
Coley Vs Re Riss occa etsue.s ews 128 
Coley v. R. R..... aha eee aaah eee 129 
Colgate v. Latta...... satin lete eae a 115 
Collins, Benton V.........06. 125 
Comrs., Bushee V......-e sees 93 
Comrs. v. Comrs........e000. 92 
Comrs, Cotton Mills v........ 108 
Comrs., Ellison v............ 58 
Commrs. v. Harris........... 52 
Comrs, Hughes: Vieiuscsicccc sss 107 
Comrs. v. MeCormack ........ 90 
Comrs. v. Steamboat Co...... 98 
Comre... Tate: ¥ 224.. fate vee ix 122 
Comrs., Bridge Co. v......... 81 
Comrs., White v....... Ee aatae Oe 90 
CONnHOr, (Ss Vivds-tas wan euicantiens 142 
Conrad, Flynt v.......... ica '-OL 
Cooper Vi Ri Re e668. 5 64 44.s0s 140 
Corbett. Ve CNC vaca ee ves 137 
Corey, Lumber Co. v.......... 140 
Cor, Comi.“¥. tee Re 3s sso sex 137 
Cotton Mills, Bank v.......... ‘115 


Cotton Mills v. Commissioners 108 


Cotton Mills, Hosiery Co. v.... 140 
Cotton Mills, Ross v. ......... 140 
Cotton Mills, Wilson v. ....... 140 
Cotten, Wright v............. 140 
COumel (Ss Viis 3 heii cers <s 129 
GOVING ON. 3S. V ocsaeieee ee 125 
Cowles, Summerlin v......... 107 
Crabtree, Bruce v............ 116 
Craddock v, Barnes ......... 142 
Cranford v. Tel. Co........... 138 
Crawley; Se Viscc seas hes eee 103 
' Crenshaw, S. V....cscccccvces 94 
Crissman v, Crissman ........ 27 
Critcher v. Porter Co....... . 135 
Crouse.) Se Mascot asicsee keds 86 
Crump; Be. Wit arenes renee s 104 
Cruse, Sossaman v........... 133 
Culberson, Edwards v........ "411 
Cumming v. Barber .......... 99 
Cunningham v. Cunningham . 121 
Currituck, Dare v............ 95 
Curtis, Br Viostweaees eine tens LL 
Custer: ‘Si Vick dee Sea eee ees 65 
Cutler Vo iW adie sates: 128 
Cutshall.: Si. Viieats cs vessanes 110 
CntshalinS: We tea dotoeawita eo 2 110 
Deltons Fi Wa. deter ss awe 136 
Dalton, AW... «s6sccesseins oe 140 
Daniel, Penniman v. ......... 91 
Daniels, 8: Wiis sees fh asavaswas 134 
Dare v. Currituck ........... 95 
Davenport v. McKee ......... 98 


ananaaagaaaaaaaaanagaaaaaaAaaaaaaaAagaaaaagaaaaaaaaaaa 


“ ‘ “ “ ~“ T “ w we J “ee ~ ~d ‘ vs Ne Ne “ Ne Ne “ it “e “ va 4 “ Ne we “ “ Ne Ne “Ne “e Ne os “ “ Ne Ne “e “e “ “e ~“ a Ne 


























ASL, 75 pancloaweaen ieee aes 392 
B68 utd Sere teu hla aera Seana e.. 533 
BRS ck at doer re een Waldeck usa aces 82 
AT 8 Guid teaver ace aacavnte 80, 87, 518 
LOT oi taene nad sewage sa eowe es 194 
Bd? «anita aang ar a. te aes Ore mins Bee « Oe 53 
Ar ae os ote he Saab etee sak ana n arateces 369 
ESO: eatoavtied 0 Saket hdd touees 369 
COG ua shania thant ene een gad tea 115 
BC nds d atic Grnarie aos. bio wkend 452 
DO Me ee adth ncare stiles hdd Out one eee 686 
9 bene ee ee 597 
MOAN ih eee has ine tone ak aye OY le dee 64 
165 Wiest ch ese earbhae a ee aaa 624 
BLS) aiid ee See esis Bit ele ae oes 64 
BG Ms “yi 8:5 Sethe, beat acaha naar a era ee a ee 499 
BST: Schr alec, Gian acang we hegiaee wad Be 64 
OO: Maca Sone tar ab es ard a a ae 694 
FO ois es ee whee baa eae 281 
DOO 3 os Gee deaw ace oe AS SNe eee 97 
BOE: -ghos sean oie S ease ee ORR aOR 101 
AG2? segcandi si dee! ooo Os Bae Oe ete eles 308 
ZO Gest oud wee S eae ba we pees 603 
PR Sate ettcch bea sine uae ech ares 356 
GUS. cheat «bivaceeoas nt asnaaes 115 
AA oh, Sede Ge i Sntas’ a x ants eta Subse eta 271 
DUD: ck cach abil aacheavaed ona ened ahaa ewes eee 134 
597 oe a Ee ee eee are 400 
Ae ira, a oh oie ares on win Bae Oe hw dw, Oe 400 
Bll. weoaad ax tennessee sews eats 647 
GA oan Deseo haw e aere eas 676 
AO? tert atn ee ore Gea ow ees 385 
eG hea adr eth ts raed eau atereils age erate st 5387 
LEGO Gola tkgcaN aataraeaee Sto ee eae 485 
TOS. Zola d-e diss terete oe 890, 395 
DOS- dita a5 So aa eke eet eaters 667 
BSL... dG es bie BERS ERS GIES 686 
BOBS oii tea tad ard wore toda te Mem tamee dia as 352 
DL as Soi sate wide bo Sa Oe Be Saw Bs 272 
GT etentog ature the Selene dh aegce Boe a 688 
LOG = canoe ssi etek ee eS ee OD a 635 
BI ge gedtonnce eon tus ee ord eae 617 
BG. hile nk ea a hans i ee oe 105 
BOO wandt se ee eo ate eee otters 194 
BS 03 tia sie tS Gute hae b wre eh ee oe §22 
SOs airsicase, Out spate Cae asain os aes 64 
BO ey aia he, oh ees oan a 635, 686 
BOO: deat tet Rok it he ee ore dnod 635, 637 
i At ee er re Risa netaaearas Mets 129 
Er ate rae as tere ohn a Oe tata oo caeg 672 
VAG. <p hiesd ose deals bea wis Sid ure eos webs 673 
Oto hy Sa ca ceca ota aca Wl ahaa dd 71 
Se? ag apes ab Soha ish Wt ove rs io einen 69 
bODS oo aks utara: Shad Sue bolecio wit ees 311 
Gere aceasta aioe ark eek eects 610 
EGS tect oe eh acted ied see -.. 64 
500 197 


oe * © @ @ © oe 2 Dee ee eer Heh Hh Ohh Hh HO he 


CASES CITED. 


Davenport v. Leary 


dite dteiebeae 95 

Davidson v. Alexander....... 84 
Davis, TUIMer V....0...se005- 132 
Davis: Vi Wall sise5suseie es ds 142 
Deal, Price Ve. sec:665s we eas sacnace, 0 
Deaver v. Deaver.........+.. 187 
Debnam v. Chitty ............ 131 
Denny, Vi. Ae watntadtn ewe 132 
De@Wey.- Se Voge nwo sa cc snes 20% 139 
Dibble; So Views sseeew cawes ose 49 
DIGKONS 3. Vinss Gas tee Se as Bok 2 
Dixon v. Graveley..........-. 117 
DTS ODs 555 Visite eee tees 114 
Doak, Anderson v........... o 32 
Dorsett v. Manufacturing Co.. 131 
Dorsey v. Allen ............. 85 
Douglas, Hulbert v. .......... 94 
DOWdGN;: Si Viekse wins Ba eens es 118 
DOWNS. 5. We. euke ce tieedaees 116 
Drake v. Howell ............. 133 
Drum v. Miller .............. 185 
Dudley, Merrell v............ 139 
Duke v. Markham ........... 105 
DUNDES) Vest a4 eens wes 95 
POUT. 52 “Wiese einina Aras ob Saris 109 
Durham Vv: He Rvisawseeess ts 108 
Durham, 8S. Ve seeee ee ee 121 
Bgerton Vv. Carr......cesceces 94 
Edwards v. Culberson ....... 11 
Edwards, S. V......cccce cease 110 
Hdwards, S. V....c cece ecccnee 126 
Edwards, Vann v..........¢.. 128 
Edwards, Vann v............. 135 
Efird v. Telegraph Co......... 132 
. Blectric Co., Candler v....... 135 
Ellington, Stanford v......... 77 
Ellison v. Commissioners..... 58 
Ellison, Pippin v............. 34 
FIMO Vi Bian cc% baieek oe 132 
TOD With 50 Vn soos 6 ba Seen one ak 91 
Hubank v. Turner ........... 134 
Eubanks v. Alspaugh......... 189 
Evans v. Freeman ......:.... 142 
Evans’ Will case............. 123 
Everhart, Campbell v. ........ 139 
OSU Se Ve ove tebe ea ane 138 
Faison v. Williams .......... 121 
Farmer, Watson v...........-. /141 
Faucett, Gooch v............. 122 
Fayetteville, Malloy v........ 122 
- Ferguson v. Mfg. Co.......... 118 
Fidelity Co., Fishblate v...... 140 
Findley v. Ray ...........0.- 50 
Finger v. Hunter ............ 130 
Finlayson, S. V...........000- 113 





AZAAAZAAZLZALZALZALALZALZAZ 
anaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa 


“e “ “ “e “ - . - “ “ ~“ “e “ ~ ~ y “ 


AAAAAALAAAZAALALZLZLALAZALZLZLZLAZ 


aageaanaa 


~~ “e 2 a “e ~ ‘ ~~ 


eS 


tay 


A 
=>) 


OP AQMOQAQAQAAQABAAAQAAARQARAAAARAAD 


“ Me “ hd Ne we “ Ad we “ ‘ “ “ we “e ~“ “a w “ “ we we “ ee 2 


B02 ciaatneeawtewenontenvog aes S0o 
7 Ee eee eee emecntea) 357 
187 oe see naan 624 
ay | ee mentee TO eee eae 71 
BOO ois kt eaten luda aiaiasias 209 
DN ice amen ane ie los 212 
GG ctaharaeionat ante ee ast 111 
B10 a Hola toyance one kas 266, 315 
DOT cia ds Santis a aatoanases hace tahcate 42 
DOG cas ecascgnecicgae etre Neos 499 
BOG canoe sao at pstate heron eae 616 
) Se ee See 256 
Ne enn AEC oeeg 616, 
D0 os athena, aetna tecen cet: 448 
DOA teat tetera enna oie 129 
BOS casters fuck ramets 452, 510 
Dera eaten ne eee 566 
PAG TAGS 3 coccie ccna ean 658 
NOG 4s cud awash ae ack 616, 694 
1G recta e reat cad eres 281 
7 gen ane ee Senn 402 
i ee ier ee a nent 425, 618 
Cs en Ae ee a EO 552 
BOB) 68 setae a Hitmen 680 
RE ee eae ee patel 676 
0 Den cel cee ee aet ade atee 597 
DAO ise Sovcg ance taomeue dees 667 
G52 sachets wauvsesneduedieues 194 
Rn let enti attains cadts 105 
Bilt ace eaean oi maces 685, 687 
TO ble acs acctneeitiatiteasen 647 
BST carci oiienncalanwen tune a eeee Oe 
BG lis ocnsnieu ce gant tice es 630 
BOO aici oomtaduaceaci nein 395 
1 een ieee ie Oe 208 
Di Gost beeate cd wicanaitabuae: 115 
BT restate, svete eatudst inne 452 
Blasi gaan coe vaoceins 473 
BG be suetelee ya on Geto cee 86, 519 
Bib sncrictets um cedan a aseowes 617 
| Ae ia IPC: 693 
571 | Sey eee ai Oe, ('), 
Alt cesta nleoneci age 100, 194 
DS psrcae aceeaage canes: 224 
Glucerna sa yetge ca 91 
GIS: seas enbas scotty ee nino od 658 
NGOs ssceraa drone teed oe oeateeies 357 
ND OF Ae chattel ahaa 464 
BM Spa eteiehd boanedcaeateee dese 444 
ASO p wheather nie 464, 469 
GAGi capes on hare eee 330 
B80 ciao cadaiadgiaa it hh asta taeds 425 
125. destin abeceGaateacde cs 281 
529.0... penises aa 630 
O28. fap estes tcaonuecoets os O85 


CASES CITED. 





Finley, S. Viwsessecscsees Pera 2.) 
Fishblate v. Fidelity Co....... 140 
Fisher v. Ins. Co..........05- 186 
Pishers 9. Vise svete kates 109 
Fitzgerald v. R. R Ddswwtgt dtu Gniedy Steet 141 
Fleming v..R. R........-.eeee 115 
Flynt v. Conrad .......+.e06. 61 
Foil, Michiel v..... ccc eee ces 100 
Foote, Peebles v.............5. 83 
Foster, Clement v. ......--.06- 99 
FOSter,. Si View neta ees eeareoa 180 
Francis v. Reeves ............ 187 
Freeman, Evans v...........- 142 
Fry, Matthews v.......... ‘se, L41 
Willer: Vi Ox soe es Soreness 161 


Furr v. Johnson...... Peers 140 


Gaither, Ijames v............ 93 
Gamble v. McCrady.......... 75 
Gardner, Mayo v............- 49 
Garland, S. vi... .cuceceneas 138 
Garris, Baker v. ......-....0- 108 
Gash, Johnson V..........06. 28 
Gash, Patton v............6.: 99 
Gates v. Latta .............0- 117 
Gatewood v. Tomlinson....... 113 
Gerock v. Tel, Co.........2.4. 142 
George, Si Vivecescsavecvavess 93 
Gerringer v. Ins. Co. -........ 133 
Getty, May v..... ccc eee ewes 140 
Gibbon, Alexander v.......... 118 
Glass, Moffitt v............05. 117 
Glenn, Hairston v............ 120 
Gold Brick case...........05. 129 
Gooch v. Faucett............. 122 
Goodman v. Sapp............ 102 
- Gore v. Townsend............ 105 
Gorrell v. Water Co.......... 124 
Gosnell, Bivings v. .......... 141. 
GOUIGCHS.. Sc. Wes ote ate Shes 4A 134 
Graham Si Ve eriencetscievage C4 
Grammer, Parker v.......... 62 
Grantham v, Kennedy...... ,. 91 
Graveley, Dixon v...... eters 117 
Green, Burton v.............. ~ 94 
Green v. Green...........06- 143 
Green: Vi Ri Raw vices cee eis 13 
Green, Scott v....... ccc eee eee 83 
Green, Se Vii accrues eaans 92 
GLCOD,. BeV vay ni ealiwee. wane sans 134 
Green v. Tel. Co..........05. 136 
Greenleaf, Hinton v.......... 115 
Greensboro v. McAdoo ........ 112 
Grocery Co., Womble Vewseees 135 


Gudeger, Smith Vice enn exes Sige Loe 
Guthrie, Blount v............ 99 


1432 


AZBAALALALZALALZLALZLALAY 
anaaaaanaaaaaaaaaa 


ALAZLALLARZALLZALZLZLLALAZLLZLLLLLLLLLLZLLZLLZAZA 


2 


- 


eananagaaaanagaaaaaragaaaaaaaaagaaaaaaaaaa 


GIG father ete eecineatios 657, 663 
Tcl ee CPR eee recta vere? 425 
DA Gi seen ecnuh testes ocatenloit data tes 342 
BIG cpatcentih aquhee Ag tucle ean taint 667 
Bol) cate eo leer eens 287 
GG -cdraicv piece ea arh iad: 294 
TOO Agra cern c eewiaeetas 281 
WS panos Sah aeuietate ed eee ha Se 382 
DOS Nee nlenO ecas ectccmatnicetcad 533 
DOD: cna bia Gaines iacuee amie: 587 
GOO: ey aieabes pene dance be 657, 665 
DOO nat tae races ine wcanges 92 
Bi eek ee ace amet 100, 194 
BB icy batons haltsmecuasiastedoaws 384 
TAG coed Boe Geuatratamtamentiaiead 226 
TOU ocitals, wet end chara mapeeke 188 
Ls: a ee ence ee 566 
BOs ase Zaceouaeoptintintee nace waenciens 249 
ON tan et a ree ngnneen dk: 280 
1 eee en Seen aaa 617 
DG inc nwisawenent es anwsces 622 
D800 as, amacna Huda anedn 235 
Done che secahect iaundicrees et 534 
TOO) pares s neh raee aneenccaseaens: 402 
GI) cscs tanaeden aati ceteat eee 231 
a ee nnn ar ret 394 
BO ce eee eee Leet 694 
OT aay ese oer, oe eae ee 343 
BIS e122. dpcanctade hoe wes eto 213 
OG tecsstuicle deacon eashartenaamenit 69 
TAD ose in ah eis chon t dan buna 256 
TIN cuenta Mega 622 
Boece ce Marteka tcin ieuatamiees 676 
OO hde: heated dineh ane cigueray 444 
RTT ck cosine da en baie reese 42 
Doe unc takitasdeerra douse 231 
328 11... Py ent ene 393 
OAD dle iter Codeiacee natn ; 350 
TAGs oti aloe iackeae Gea bre abe 677 
he i et ee On ee 610 
DO rte catt nine canes duet 106 
Dy cacctcc nth aiaate dh vanintecee 576 
Bl cialsConutsaionenttctatec md 256 
a a En AT 624 
MOG ad bade bs ip chad genie de accncae 437 
7) ne aan enn eek NEED a 281 
DS catenin qutebaetel A a ee eee 243 
De ett hee gedaan eg 643 
ct ae er eee Mew Ee 617 
Bb pens duis Galea aceaume ous 151, 392 
Br oad se pout nein cette 241 
BOG: G4 a cater ad bacon ee 367 
MU el che Rae an AER 134 
G20 cris Geta Baw te 418 
OB. coc tartata eon neato natotetenas 256 


CASES CITED. 


aeons ater et © © & & 


- Haddock, Isler v 
Hairston v. Glenn............ 


Hale, Whitehead v....... Sear 


Hampton v. Harden 
Hancock v. Tel. Co........... 
Hancock v. Tel. Co.......-55. 
Hanks, May v ; 
Hapgood, Barcello v.......... 
Harden, Hampton v: ......... 
Harden v. R. R | 
Hardware Co., R. R. v 
Hardware Co. v. R. R 
Harrill v. R. R 
Harris, GComrs. v 
Harris, McGowan v. ......... 
Harris v. Wright 
Harrison v. Tel. Co 
Havener v. Tel. Co........... 
Hawkins v. Lumber Co 
Hay. v. Association 
Hay, Clark v 
Haynes, 8S. Vv 


“steve eevee 


ost @ se @@ Peep eoe eevee 


*_ wee ene # eo @ © tae 
eeev 8 eee 
aeaenreeseeee 


seeteeaee aoe eee e t 


aoeeneeeoeevee wae 


se @ eu te 
exes e eee eeoens 
see en eee eh etunvne eee re 


orp ese ooo rev aeeeve ee 


soe @ @ @ & 


Hendricks v. Tel, 
Hensley, 8S. v 
Hicks, Cameron v 
Higdon v. Tel. Co 
Hill v. Dalton 
Hill v. Dalton 
Hill, Perry v 
Hilliard v. Asheville 
Hinshaw v. R. R 


Hinton v. Greenleaf 
Hicks v. Mfg. Co.........2.0- 
Hodges, Bryan v 
Hodges, Carroll v 
Hodges v. Lipscomb ......... 
Hodges v. Telegraph Co...... 
Hoggard v. Jordan 


*rpeveesve eure ee eases 


"seep eoevneoeaeune 


*+eeet* ove ee we 


Hoke Vv. Henderson. oe eee ee ewe : 


Holden v. Purefoy 
Holden, Turner v 
Holder, S. v 
Holland v. R. R 
Hollingsworth v. Skelding.... 
Holmes v. R. R. 
Hood v. Tel. Co 
Hooper. Wingo v 
Horah v. Knox 
“Hosiery ‘Co. v. Cotton Mills... 


a> @ e+ om ors ean tet 2 2 @ 


onrpeeorv,eev see eeveve 
aeose ev mp eowmeeevreeve 
e@esee eee a teh ve 


see ee etm ecwr wea” 


Houston v. Walsh ........ Las. ¢ 


Howard, S. v 
Howell, Alley v 


se? eo @ P @ @ owe ee ae eee 


*eoreeev eee anew 


133 


eevee ee ee eaten ae tee: 


118 


Lv) 
Loa) 


fend 
; 2 . . . * : “ 7a 
 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAZALZAAZAALZALZALZALZLZALZZALZLLLZAZLAALZLLZLZLZLAZLLLLLA 


acces aanaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaansaana & 


anganaaaagaaanaaaaaaaaaaaaana 


io ¢) 


~~ “ A 
Ne “ iad “ y a) Ne “eo “ “ “ ‘ y - Ad eo OM “ Ne . “ ~~ 7 . e  N I Ne ~“ 


) 


“Me 
" “ —s a “ “ “ w bd “ “ “ee an) “ “Ne ) 7) ~~ Ad “ Ne i 
. $ 





P19: ecuhcneded eeeisea teas 624 
2) eee ene ENE ee 622 
OM cose ssiauia tothe Saasean oun 342 
BO mes tana pew e Amen 350 
9G ae ean) 448 
Le eee ennai og heed 394 
Is ak peas Sa eean dace ogmien 566 
PD fe escenianeais Oy neltane to ace 418 
Oe chances sends 350 
BBG wali drcaid tose xe hats cae 586, 599 
i, a ne ne ene aee 58, 242 
GE xn duet ea leaeeuenbens 423 
1S eet Oe aogier eee 448 
OR, a paucwanuededs toate owe O80 
1 Oi Aad cracaitiais aauleiaienais eh 625 
Dri ased Phortad cneed aes 64 
1A iphone ceeduennan eae eee’ B95 
BU Vos 2t ey eutneeeenhone: 394 
TG Or scrbeticnacteds wt Pocanate 281, 308 
O56 -o achv i crake seh atta ae 336 
BF ah ea ede eatin on enmouasnanec 628 
G2 avin anneal onion winea ins 615 
ara re peetunu nO omar 
7 a ene ne De Pn 246 
B00 wiles aol meewetna uaa: 694 
OE recat camisetas aati 518 
1. ie Gh euawausgieuiioente 4 596 
BON cnauesttitt ash catian ans: 395 
TOU Gael cad on 95 
OA, ghee ae cee ees ats 416 
126 sos con vaeahe aeons 395 
| neat nee CANE ace 71 
seine ctact peti aese eats 69 
70 Sato eee tare ane ah ee 194 
iat oa ieibe ene aden 378 
N00 oes ed, ene Shee aan 520 
AGO: icant fou a cidicasttncd al 395 
: BM ocia iui mteahaatecanka weal 
B10) cipnaeycecdtiatnaton at 439, 517 
WO) cosine teas cia leads ane, 566 
SED) Soa dpacauene: eiesiseae ae: 197 
TOG. oo code oihaae la here hed 418 
DOG sae cisfeydncne detantetas 294 
BID dsareyte st aue ate ue te eee 651 
A, ck tetas aneenrs Seca saat: 596 
Vo hs oh tte ene anda cnilas 342 
POO, Fest ates etna tees, Auaatns 538 
TAA asso renal ea ae a ate le 674 
SOB ia cele ACs cecund vies alte 436,. 488 
OIG ahead aliainhe hh aay Beats 268 
BI ioe ee hack at e.caremaate 427 
OE cc Mapint pas acamedued wate batese 394 
WG ahora tenetaie ecto cas 584 
71 Es, ee ea ean ne MORE TES 139. 
C7 ee eee rea metey 271 
Doe Ges aaibataaudse va, ahs: 599 
ee RR aes cet ieee 535, 536 
Beeler a tea selenite . 621 
TC cite reca tte ate oe 1G 


CASES CITED. 





19 


Howell, Bank v.............. TLS IN: Ce Ole 6ees See Re AGN eae ees 630 
Howell v. Barden.......... epee: WA ON AOS TAD oa care cus oie ee area 222, 233 
Howell, Drake v..........006. dom NG -Ce G2 25 eee ee hee ween 281 
Hudson. v. R. Ru... ccssecccecs 104: No Ge AGL: nec case ee ee eteaeula et 133 
Hudson v. R. R.......0.esnes 142 UN, C108 oak ocean Sea sa ae See 288 
Hughes v. Commissioners.... 107 N. C., 598 ..... cece cece eee eee ee BOF 
Hughes, Yarborough v........ 1390 UN Cs 199. & vices eee eae ee eee eess 42 
Hulbert v. Douglas....... watee *OAING Ose IEd: cpeces tas se wee ase wee wees 566 . 
Huneycutt v. Brooks......... 1G: ING CO (86 A eseaiecwega tence swses 69 
Hunter, Finger v...........- 130 NO 020: wasn ie oc tener eek hens 630 
- Hunter v. Tel. Co.........05. 180) Ne Co COU asc nace seta oeatca wees. 395 
‘Hunter v. Tel. Co....4....... P36 FING Ci AOD isa ne aay eww WA aS ae 247, 395 
Hyatt v. Myers ......-eeeeees TAN Cs, lo <snwe eae ea tae. tee sre aes 454 
Hyatt v. Myers .......-0seee- TS Ne Ce. 288 4604 cgi ae ne ou awe Stee 454, 510 
. / 
Ijartles v. Gaither............ GSN Oe S68 wscviiuntinsenanadeewess 566 
Ingle, Penland v...........-. 16S: Ne a5 SOG. ice wen Sir se eae ewes ws 265 
Ingram, Shankle v...... oe ities 133: AN, C4208: Hore ees was enters vasa Ss 209 
Ins. Co., Biggs v. ........08. ig. Ber IN Oy GAL oot eee oapanci sees 330 
Ins. Co., BAY Ves esee eee eeeee B00 ING Cab 00': br eoeeawe ku sawn eee eens 343 
Ins. Co., Bronson v. ........6.. S5 IN. Cis ALD 8 ee caw nae ees ee ee SS 
Ins. Co., Fisher v. .....-..00.. £30 NN. Cy BLS eae ec leawe sien eee ee 342 
Ins. Co., Gerringer v, ........ 133 N. CS 40k: 25333 s oe teeeeeseaaraere 343 
© Ins. Go., Lovick vi ...cceeeees TION, ©. SS .cse30eudeeiiwe Ge sae 259 
Ins;'Co., McCraw v. .....+.... TB IN CNS 2s KOE RETAE EE EERE 259, 3386 
‘Ins. Co., Pretzfelder v. ....... 123 Ne O UO4. cas ccoetel sone wn seuees 410, 437 
Ins. Co., Roberts v. .......... DDR INe Cj AO Ors % eck dd daw og AG ew Roe ene es 385 
Ins. Co., Spruill v. .........-. 120 AN Sag, eas eae aoe e Saal WA © Saye 35 
Islet Vi BOW) 6.0 cis tos os oe ew 6G UN; Cy J606- 26.054. o00e sedis aes Chee 625 
Isler’ v. Haddock eee Sere ee CIN Og EO ose Me Mh WA eked eR 624 
1ves:¥. Re. Rs d6.eiewteas ove0e: cS oe Oe SS ere cn ee ee 281 
J 
Fackaok Vi Del Conia keitaes SONG Ce O48 Shee eoreiad ea aa eo ages 59, 178 
Jackson, YOUNG V...ssseseiese 92 N. CO. 148 22... ccc creer ncrceccens 577 
. Jeffries, Young v...... patel aed ZUNE Ga SO aie Wael eee Bae RAR 303 
Johnson, Bacon vV......++e.e0> EO IN es de coe oe ae ea asa cad ate yee 208 
Johnson v. Chambers...... Side. FON Note SOL Stes eau Beene ae Sead. oan 425 
Johnson, Furr v............ we. 140: IN Oy Ol woe ins tele eee atawoewe see 188. 
Johnson, Gash v. ........-0e8. SS arg OO cick ek A OO eRe ae 235 
Johnson v. Machine Works.... 130 N. C., 441 co.cc ec ccc ee ee eee 198 
Johnson v. Martin..... ako eta ast TN. ©is JAS wae vow etes acess Baws 5 426 
Johnson, McArthur v......... GLUON: ‘Ca. S10 aidn chet seeks dee eee 129 
Johnson, Smith v.......-. mare oe TSC ING Gig. BS cet ou eee isa we ORS ee eee 69 
JONUSON, Se Vivdiveeesndesgeens, BOING Ca 208 sn ts ade hae 665s teas vee 665 
Jones, Blackwood V.........+. Be IN Royse hie Deed de ese Pas Bea 566 | 
Jones v. Coffey........secee0. LOD: Nee BUS) 6G ss Sade cs eee GSR ee 95 
Jones v. R. R..... are rere TOL YUNG Sip LOO dba bawee Maersk we eee 437 
JOUMCS: ‘Se Wi cee icanse den avaes 69. NE Ce: (16 eee chacetehakaedacs eae 646 
JONG, Bi. Vievs ci dine sles nee Seles 130 No Cy G18 24 ecestish sees aeee se ee eee 
Jones Vv. Warehouse OO ivwaas det NEC BOE sce wesh Oe eean clade be eae 139 
Jordan; Baker v. .........005. Te Ne ig PED Bie ick ah bic cath eis eae ee 622 
Jordan, Hoggard v. .......... P40 Nea G19: iets casei eaves teeta 651 
Jordan, Thames Vin Sis beetles OT NC 12 acees ote eed aiteneueta ten 65 
. DOSGY, Se Vil steksiest wives ees ue, (G4 INe Cec. (DG sh ead ee hte cea enews os 246 
Justice, simpeon Visas aaa AS ON (Ca LUO godae sie mensaside 452, 455, 509 


CASES CITED. 





Kane v. Haywood............ . 66 
Kee V. VaSSer ... cee cee eee uee 37 
Kelly v. Traction Co.......... 132 
Kennedy, Grantham v........ 91 
Kennon v, Tel. Co............ 126 
_ Kernodle v. Tel. Co.......... 141 
Kine. Pesram. Vas <-snh eases can 9 
Kn SV awa. aetna Mie bead 119 
Kinney v..Laughenour ....... 97 
Kirby: vu Boyette: oso ciiveaect. 118 
Kirkham v. Coe ............. 46 
KOONCG 8. Wake terdees.e iu oe'es 108 
Knox, FlOPan: Vissiecseesceces 87 
Kramer Vo Ri Ris isasceanees 128 
Land Co. v. Hotel............. 132 
Lane v. Wingate ............. 25 
Langley, Nobles v............ 66 
Lanter, S. Vi 2s esses. oteceeme bs 38 
Latta, Colgate V...........06- 115 
Latta, Gates v...... he ead 117 
Isaudie “Vv. Tel C0. ¢aceueds tas 124 
Laughenour, Kinney v........ 97 
Lawing v. Rintles ............ 97 
Léa, Attorney-General v...... 38 
Leary, Davenport v........... 95 
Lee v. Williams .............. 111 
Lewis v. Rountree ............ 79 
Lewis, S. v..... Seer re ere 142 
Lewis v. Tel. Co......... ae ane ¥ A 
LACS SOV ck sare oes Kaas oe aes 134 
_ «DTN ston,. Bi Vii ti kas ieores 141 
“TANI Se Vike atkscc ete ve ccsek ALG 
.Lineberger, Pasour v......... 90 
Lipscomb, Hodges v.......... 133 
Logan: Vo Rie seas hace Cah Os 116 
London-¥. Ro Re ciate oe hes's 88 
Lone Vi-LONS sida oleae ea ee 85 
Long v. Waldraven........... 113 
Long v. Walker ...........05. 105 
Liong, Walker V......-.+.- eee 109 
Love, Robbins v...........56. 10 
LOVICk “V. INS: COvcaeivewaeeed ; 110 
WOWLY«. poe: Veeck Pee easiest .. 7A 
Lumber Co., Bunch v. ....... 134 
Lumber Co. v. Corey ......... 140 
Lumber Co., Hawkins v. ..... 139 
Lumber Co., Hemphill v. ..... 141 
Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co.... 137 
Lumber Co., Marriner v...... 1138 
Lumber Co., Smith v......... 142 
Lyne v. Tel. Co.......... Beane bee 
DVtle. Se Wis brent eae aeons 117 
VOL 82 Gesset ink cas ieardewan 138 


Machine Works, Johnson v.... 130 
; Makely, Board of Education v. 139 


A 


ZLALZALZLLLZALLZAZLZ 
naaaaaaacaaaaaa 


E 


QAQAAMAAQAAAOHABAAQARAARAAAQAAAQARAAAAAAANAA 


De atc eeueeti: 9. 
BO hres aaaten net 622 
BG Gisaais akan oie wane 427 
lcd eae Ceo andeds 576 
BB aia eats beeen 390, 394 
BOG sa none et lee 395 
BOs cies a eet alvts mdeatte cg aae chive 649 
ce na mer ene mina || 
B95 ack bu cabin utadaes acres 534 
DAE scene rhnareade treed: 576 
eae aera enone en Cain ee 242 
TBs cuatnhauste sale aet tae 670 
ML kant haath Stee eats eds 139 
CT en rene nee te nro 437 
Biot caetewumnactne hae ctae ees 599 
G26 c's io Nn iatads ated eeaas: 194 
DOT cica et one cena siege ais 613 
B56 acces me daacinn ee teaee 694 
BOT ential se sete tnectcais nln d ahs 194 
| an EH aman nee Ie 402 
G29) chop ia bee nase aons 392 
BO aos sparen settee tag cele ee ht 534 
BDO Fauve pace nate 432 
BOD ecncantna sd Gane tee 509 
0A ans oly sananawuntanaehe as: 359 
D6 Oe areas test on hid ecatataaens 238 
DOO teat eens dere aaeice: 273 
C26 Sec ae ee ede 675 
OG cies scuecctnine agaccme aes. 394 
(Oo lacacsacuseneny ea: 685, 687 
BGs cavea ne eu cea eee a 648, 645 
MONG os acciaiasaieaee denne ts 617 
BOG edi atacand Adee: 534 
1998 alan cee ohn chica A418 
GAG. te adds teskenstna ts 47, 586, 597 
<:) Ae One eR RO Pen 350 
WAG teas acute ace ara 311 
BO sin cst ane eee keene 352 
7 Cit aun fener mv oie ever tte 576 
Bl) cecohrauh can Hanes eae 95 

BD wich coughs soe sei Sahat acca 194 
iC eee mT NL onan aye 259 
G7 a senaarare wa sesee cen 635 
LG) oko ase akc tou eta dace 308 
NGO ent ceda a ndowaeeanma eect 308 
90: cote cet ded xe: 281, 308 
A Wet ekitccd hl gtcispation eta os 518 
Gea Meta fect te laee intial oe 188 
BO starsat a eae shred ieloa vate 336 
Dea heat il oleares 198 
190s Se ghia Muiwenasiieen ee 394 
SOO be ea craeneate et estan se teat 674 
TAD ic Bioira itiagetninneed sac an 670 
BOT) evacus coos ean: 198 
en eee: 56. 245 


CASES CITED, 


Malloy v. Fayetteville 122 


Mfg. Co., Dorsett v. .......... 131 
Mfg. Co., leon Voce daee eke 118 
Mfg. Co., Hicks v. ........... 138 
Mfez. Co. Vee ose se eyeeees 117 
Mfg. Co., Watkins v, ......... 1381 
Marable v. R. R..........4... 142 
Markham, Duke v............ 105 
Marriner v. Lumber Co....... 113 
Martin, Johnston v........... ee NE 
Matthews v. Fry ........-0e0- 141 
Matthews, S. vir... ccc eet eee 142 
- Matthis v. Bryson............ 49 
May v. Getty ........ ccc eons 140 
May Vs Hanks: 22sec. wewncds 62 
Mayers v. McRimmon........ 140 
Mayo v. Gardner............. 49 
McAden, Baker v............. 118 
McAdoo, Greensboro v........ 112 
McArthur v. Johnson......... 61 
McBroom, 8S. V.......ccceeees (127 
McCaskill, Fi. ERs, Ve a Sie Pan 94 
McCless, Meekins v........... 117 
McCormick v, Commissioners. 90 
' McCrady, Gamble v.......... 75 
McCraw v. Ins. Co.........6.- 78 
McDonald, McKinnon v....... 57 
McDonald S. v........-.e00. 133 
McDowell, Sic Viisaes eel wee ees 123 
McGowan v. Harris .......... 120 
McGowan v. McGowan ....... 122 
McKay, Brittain v............ 23 
McKee, Davenport v.......... 98 
McKinnon v. McDonald ...... 57 
» MeKnignt, SVs sausaeciewce 131 
McLeod, Murchison v......... AT 
McMillan v. Reeves .......... 102 
McMillan, White v........... 114 
McRae, Prince v..... eta eae > 6% 
McRaiuy v. Clark........... . 4 
McRimmon, Mayers v......... 140 
Meadows v. Tel. Co........... 181 
Meadows v. Tel. Co....-...... 132 
Meekins, McCless v..........- 117 
Merrell v. Dudley ............ 139 
- Michael v. Foil .............. 100 
Miller, Drum Vi... sc sees de wees 185 
Millhiser v. Balsey .......... 106 
Mills, Pattersom v............ 121 
Mills v. Williams............. 33 
Mills, Walton vV.........0.06. 86 
Mining Co., Nissen v.......... 104 
Mitchell v. Tedder ........... 107 
 Mitchell.:8.. Viinnacsdawss ce ieee. “Sa 
“Mizell v. Burnett ............ 49 
Mizell v. McGowan ..... capes V20 
Mizell v. Ruffin .............. 113 
Moffitt v. Glass eee re 117 
Moore, Ss View sccwcaa eee aus Shoe 
Moore, 8. ee sateen tenelinns wees. LOAF 
Morgan, Bass v. .... cece veces 25 


ALAZAALZALAALAAALLALLLALALLAALALLLZLLZAAZALZAALZALALZLLALZAZLLALZAALLAALAZ 
ananenanesagaanaaaAaaaaAaAaaaaAaAAghaaaaaaaagaaaaaaaaaagaaaaaaaa 


“ ad vy “ee Ne “ee “e Ad ~“ we ~ J Ne “ Ne « se oN ~“ we ~“ “ee = “Me Ne ‘w ~“ “ ‘ “ “e “ is Ne “ “ “ee 7 Ad se “ ~“ ~“ w ~ ~“ Me “ “e ~“ ~“ “ -) ~“« “Ne ~“ ~“e a ~~ ‘“ we 


bo 
e 


ASO: a cei ore Sictiors Poh Miase geen 464, 469 
204) ae wanton aun dee apetswase’s 129 
946 de i Si owabt esis acta eens O00 
BL Os cicada emseniee eicew eas 439, 517 
SC ere oe ere rere ere ee 496 
DC ak uc Ooo encase gad: ai awe 405 
BO ois eaatad eseate he ea eee 124 
TBE: Garvin adonstea ssid eihg aceios.4 sca 52 
BD dhe aie acct aie rath wie dnenn ec atene ea 336 
DAG atc ie aideaaa sin awe a am kar oa 426 © 
B82 Si. auee a see agmnes eee we 384 
C2 be ewer wae enhesem anes 246 
SUS kidelagseutnw Ss eeaeeaas 281 
BS cccisciradt Aiea ley Sains emeuerecn ane 213. 
DL. how arere Seri Grareceare ant tor aeeee 566 
C40: es ared bis awesome ee eee een eos 434 
SOO. 6b ea wu enuem wie wae 280 
CAO: tees hae eh ae tia sh 417 
SOO sheen ew wae ona 8 oat Nd aes 367 
SLE cui naeue ane Ronen 129 
Se Re ee er rere errr 676 
TAD acakuch eaenteeie ied aes en 293 
SM LAs eae ie 5 Pe wate we eae 106 
BAN Sut ck Mig i Die ne and bh ak ws 64 
BO Overt tuts eaters eetiee tas 249 
Ee cocci cis dotap anes eaeareees 259, 336 
dl. evened aaetn me Oa meena 622 
O84 ec ototmewasaneae «ese 616 
TOS: oc Tse eae he eaa eee oa 95 
TODS tes biirete ca te ate ates a ae arto Gs 625 
TA Oi dilate cearaseaieece eS ereiacarne ee! 
ZOD 2 wtaa.0 ote a 5 etna a aes 281 
DOO: ice ae Sa clend eyed oe 197 
Das GOW corte tans dea tne ted Wa alone tg 622 
TLE. Kacine se wdneaee tak awe 693 
OD bece dais aetianeis et beniele wean 198 
DOO am oA.u site eee we Seeman a 65 
AD) Wallets Cie aa aie ales Seales 194 
OAS istered dramatist aude eal areas ae 183 
BUS si ican Sai tS let bow wpa ies 236 
C40 :e ihn aneeeadenas eee 434 
TAS hecaecen tesa facararcde Geta thal nse be ausiaieea 395 
WA S. wcreae aiae eee ae eee aoa 153 
Cee re ee ee ee ce 106 
DU! a Geto abracsp area ace eather vt 425, 618 
LVS. a Mere aea Diane ek eteae inne ws ae 382. . 
BOS. sistas agar wea ee asa ties 2 402 
BAe, ce ecals ards bie aries emir aens 342 
ZOS: 4508 a Wahid Geeta t Gehan 242, 642 
il eee ee ee 64 
ZRO. coca oso pcret ace eatee arene «6 0ue 452 
DUO! aareariadiere a ciatiecsse Meahead aiataees 194 
BOS: cat aweld spans wees Sata ye 241 
O14 ic aeials Gatads pera eas 674 
a Oe hates brastius wie ais ew tire aie terse 281 
DOA peters oh Seek Colmar aa ats 295 
OD ed iene Seg aaaamucaw Sane 281 
VAD Satadt Seiene See ees 256 
AOS tie 4 oo eae ears oe eRe 609, 610 
CED nwa eat wie heae.ntt wees 5 
DAS ela a ciomen ceaut tw bas 350 


Myers, Hyatt v....... eaeeeee a 
Myers v. Stafford............. 


‘Pepper v. Broughton ......... 


Moredty 5. ¥e se vecsedeeers eis 141 
Moring v. Ward ........ceeee: 50 
Morton, Nash V.......e.caee. 48 


Morton v. Tel. Co.........2.. 130 
Mott ¥. Tel. COl i o.6s5n a tween 142 
Mullen v. Canal Co........... 114 
Mullen v. Canal Co........... 130 
Murchison v.,.MeLeod ........ AT 
Myers; FLValt V2 cieaiiee giaisesrerats 71 


NanCE: Vi RR osteo etaws 94 
Nash v. Morton ...........2.. 48 
Nealy, Williamson v.......... 119 
Nelson v. Whitfield .......... 82 
Newton, R. R., v........ ba as ag 133 
Nimocks v. Woody ........... 97 
Nissen yv..Mining Co.......:.. 104 
Nobles v. Langley............, 66 
Norman). S. . Viwscssdsansase ees 13 
Norris, Sanders v....... adeaes 1 OO 
Norton:7: Ru Rew iviaieiwasean 122 
Oakley; S.Visescé2.he4tseensees 103 
O’Briant, Branton v.......... 98 
Olive, R. R., v..... eee ee 142 
Orr, WatSON Voksen dea ean 14 
- Outerbridge, S. v............. 82 
Overman vy. Tate ............ 114 
Owens v. Paxton ............ 106 
Pace, Raleigh v..v.:...... tea 210 
Pain Vi. Pal 4.4.6.4 2.0 aces ajesse dex 80 
Palmer vViR Ry csi cecueaw 4 131 
Paquin, Ball v..........000- .. 140 
Parker v. Grammer ......... 62 
‘Parker Vi Ris Rio cde ees 86 
Parker: V;.. Ris Rsivis i iet.ous ¥ 2 123 
Parker v. Taylor ......:..... 133 
Pasour v. Lineberber......... 90 
- Patterson v. Mills ............ 121 
Patterson, S. vV.........0000. 134 
Patterson v. Wilson .......... 101 
Patton v. Gash ......-.eeeeee 99 
Paxton, OWEN V.........-500e 106 
Pearcy, Bell v..........eeeuee 33 
Peebles v. Foote........ Be detaciiatss 83 
Pegram v. King. .........-0.. 9 
Pender v. Pittman ........... 84 
Pegram v. Tel. Co........... . 100 
Penland v. Ingle ............. 1388 
Penniman v. Daniels ......... 91 
Perry VA TAU sae oscesaneaeaes 68 
Perry v. R. R. ...... rer rae o, 
PGECIr6 OS Vien. o isa cawas oes 107 
Phipps v. Wilson ............ 125 


 BALZAALALZALZ 


ALAALLAA LAAAAAAA AAAYSAAAAAAZ 


wraaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaan 


bo 


aaaaaaa ° 


‘2 “ “ ~“ “ “ 


YJ 


. 


~“ “ee ad wf. “ “ee “ “ ~ w ~“ “ee “ “e “ Na “ ‘Ne we = Mw “ “a “ “ 


CASES CITED. 


OO ser es Sata wie ase oeue is aan are wee 687 
DUO wend dame nanle Oe een. kin een ve. 281 
ere ee eee 619 
BUS: Siuesee ciel a wea eeeea ns 394 
G2 22654 V oer h saa ese tet 395 
Os Aree ene wheel bela cade hea te 6s 208 
BOO © dik ate Oe i eek wh os Ree we 295 - 
BBO! Path acer eee en ~-. 198 
AE Se a Eee ne 454 
DSO: cee diivare bead ROG oe 454, 510 
Bod. <p quem Week hw iee hua oad ae ead 686 
OLD: ore Revd gee allert aera betes 266 
Baise seu og ea seeen naa 619 
BOO as scaler oie bale a eee ae 
BG ae ict eee Sree tenes CaN OOO 
DO Ooo ry lea Gee hie Can aoe. ata ae .. 380 
Aa cicate tig saad acececere ewes aereas as ans 332 
BUS) 2S caste voch te tenis ete eecrot. ace elas 194 
2O1 woh iaae ee ek Coes eee 613 
LD sate hbase te ct deer onan anes Siac wie ee 677, 694. 
DAS Sle arled daewe dob Ws eee es 24 
DLO! oes ed otearee seeks ae 40, 97 
BOS cig ee sh Da orees etwas 635 
DOS: ae Shoe a cars eee we. 385 
BOC pe ede yee ielearaeN wee 298 
OGL ain Romeo e wie Maal ate hate erase 443 
GUC. cde 3.cek ware aa oe kee oad 675 
Gy fe eee ee ae ee ere A417 
OP ese sth tis arts esa Ree a eaheh eee 624 
TG Shia akaseace ead rated oan edo tee 366 
O20: ie sae whe Gea eee Oce GS « 410 
715 | | Rae crea ar ae Pe nO ey 179 
BO eee Se cacdne arora, a Bid alne ween 628, 630 
OB artieace Wealth seats. anatann ane eets 106 
BO oss ocsreee ng bee in concrete bees 97 
Hs 56d jo Garatuae Seay aheyavero wide eto ire 296 
LOS: a2 ae oe eae a Ree .. .69 
LOD:.n Sawai w le ahia Re Oe ee eek 534 
DDS Biase asides eee eek aes ss 242, 642 
Ole: fisccnce eee eee. Seeas 638 
OS (\. nwa wou bewrenaeten ane a 222 
BU Me itee ah aL ticle aes to Pa ear cee 534 
480 ..... se a Seed ayaa es rieare or one 624 
2 fs Sea ar ae ee rr a ee 426 
NOS? 2 ones Hectic a aa ie oh te aes 533 
GUS arc ee eee Oe ee ara cle 3 649 
Da) Saeed one eevee am ees 563 
BOi ed ero tnee Sea Oa 393° 
450. sud caeeatt vewce news Cee ws 265 
Bd B eg le sigs bien ee ae See 311 
BOON 2s tants a ge tne 06 ene teal. Eke 194 
OS SPU a, PP 437 
So eccdvaretais eigvacsiater eet create 673 
TOG? ene eee tenes selena Bicalcar bie. es 271 
251 Pilea ne Gor aee eres ‘ieee Scere 231 


CASES CITED. 





Pickett, S.v.......0.. eeeciecies TIS. N. Ci, 120 Liss awas cea sa aa as 676 
Pierce v. R. Ru... ccc ecacecees 124N Cig. RO eG wer ci or acenucn andi 47, 178 
¢ Pleiord, Sa Vist veccds sees was CLUE IN Cs 14S: wes saw owes Sak nea ees 617 
Pippin v. HEllison............. of IN. C.- “0). 4545 coreta awe ace aawans 473 
Pittman, Pender v............ 84NG Oi, BIL cian. wide sean ine ealee ta . 563 
Plummer, Taylor v......... $5 OR ING Co. DT aiawakin 6 ves moa nee Sees 243 
Porter Co., Critcher v......... WS Ni Ok O42 45. oe ena tae ne eee eas 272 
Powell, S. v.......00. eee ee OT ING CAT ce Se eta es aed as . 669 
Power ©o., Brown v.......... 140° Ni 4 SO ws hued scene gos cae ee 298 
"POW GUS Oe Voie Ae ede ewes LOIN (C8 0G. aca haae 2 cake twee Soka 624 
Preiss v. Cohen ...... Keene TUE INS CS 04 ay i.iee tiv erears saw oor 533 
Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co......... 220 Ne Og 04s en ees ee etn oe Raa 410, 437 
Price v. Deal ........ sanrere ete GOIN Oe 290s calpain ecg ace hog alata Pe oc eats toners 209 
Prinee@ vy. MGRae: sc. cs0cuseecs Of IN: C. 04006 sie See an cae tne Rees 183 
' Pugh, Bank v........ evatacne:, «8 INO Oa 200. aig yawns tween wees 617 
Purefoy, Holden v........... resOG Ne. Sis SOO xia eed 6 Res wate ak eaao aia 342 
Purvis v. Wilson..... er ere BOING Co. 20 225.5 Cie aiewe a We een aae aan 69 
| Q 
Quantz v. Rie Ricans ee ee TSC NG ACN ISO 4s cae iag ca bemoan ameeeales 266 
R* « 
Rabon, Stanaland v.......... DAO ING Cs. 204 itt caeecs Casitas eede ae ni 68 
RR. R., Adqms v. ..... Sigua eheveee MIO ONG Ce 920 os ce ie akinesia eee ee 295 
R. R., Ammons v. ........26. TAO NG C5 200! ic wctace hrs grviss ire od coe w Reh aoces 427 
R. R., Avery vi ..:.-- pid w0 Bie TT, NGO. VSO. 5 eae raididie a ete 6 aie sie ars 87 
Fey Rs AV COCK Va. wareveciaes, COUN: Cee Boks mite tana ewes os onde Sales 47 
R. R.,; Barker v. ..... cinerea 100 ON: Cs 214 See choise oon y 2esode 293 
R. R., Beard Vv. wc. cece eee DW Ss heme Oaks 1 | eae er scetaede Baste 198 
Rs, sg DOLL Vs. sols os recess Saat 10 N: Cs. 2h eseeacwssd ie wbwracesaes 295 
Re Boy BIC V e's 2 ea scers fediew wes oo ING Cis, DaS ihe See ern atats dA tatd ds ata tea 165, 439 
R. R., Blackwell v. .:.......- MUM, SIN ede dite 8. Sater Si aces Seana he aninar df Bee 401 
R. R., Blue v. ....... sore ease? VIG INGO. O44> 2.35.5 eontete sec cule): Seesaw a 293 
. R. R., Brinkley v. ........... 136 Ne Css G04 ee erat cates awe atin eames 293 
Rak; Brow Vers. ses naw SSN Oy 180. acini tak hee aad aes 455 
R. R., Cogdell v. ....... Vania Leet Ne Cm O90 onatoue ears Pos caus ave ere eae 87 
R. R., Coley v. ...... Aa anaes 128 IN. C4..0o 4: 33 os ooo Gargew baa a eee oes $2 
R. R., Coley v. ...... reer 129 N. C., 407 ...... Nichia e bacteeae 80, 87, 518 
R. R., Cooper Vv. ........22 eee TAO ONG Co 209) euice iw aig bea Gene SE Raa 97 
RR. Cor, Come Vi. saecncaaex es Tet. Ne Oie 20. ach Gade ha eG hae ood 603 
RR Cutler ve Seen sceaeewe ES NOE sodas Arete aa dean eh tate aac 229 
RB: Rs Denny Ve seek cca sus aes TBD. INA Cap O40. Sores oa et a Rilo tele d 266, 315 
Rs Rij Durham: “V.. ane sewn: TOS AN Cis O00 ask priate olaorn Oe Sind een or Bees 597 
R. R., Hlmore v. .......... re Oe Noes B00. 260k eae see a taeeas 86, 519 
R. R., Fitzgerald v. .......... TAY IN: Oy. O80 25.56 otek oo oe Chace ska s 287 
RoR. PICmiIng Vooei< aw ok oie TUB AIN. Ci O10 thie el aie © aie eects coors . 294 
R. R., Green Ve ....05- Ponees (Ce Ee Oy. ees ce eee eee ie 281 
Ri. Ruy, MATION Ne 56 edie sn ire 129) No'Cy. B00 usin bene eee ee 586, 599 
R. R.,, Hardware Co. v. ...... 138 Ne Cs 184 swede oc eeson qaxerehbie-d ks 58, 242 
R. R., Hardware Co. v. ...... 143: NuiC. 04S ceeinc eh hi ee eels .. 423 
Re Reg FOrral) Vy cok sig oe Sean Loo: IN. C5 OUT e cc ae eet eae ow ankle o eeeetens 448 
Ri Rig HImshaw Vy: ase 8 245s <a TUS NS Ci LOOT 2.5 ohn ee oat wa ed eee aes 520 
R. R., Holland v. ............ BSC ING 2Cs. BOS teeter ater, eee eaatas aA 436, 438 
R. R., Holmes vy. ..... ree O47 IN: Cy - OL 6 heeiel @ rood ak Ga nob ee ees 427 
R. R., Hudson v. .... cee ee ees 104 Neo. 491 sic ovcdena cs Ne Wik RO bceite Sle ted 133 
R. R., Hudson’v, .........66. TA NG Ci OS ore oo ena be eek ce ate wah ee acres 288 
RR, IVES. Ve. sha esse eee ss DAD IN Op Ok aio ea A oie bese bw OBL 
Fees Eksp. el OOS Vin cry eile ace eae Tok NiO, leo! 32 sci e S ore ues woo sense evade 437 
ts Rg KYAMEOP Vo ass ieee fies 128. ING Oy ZOO a. 5.see race Aa 6G Gare eee -437 
R. R., Logan v. .....-. ee eae RAG INGO =, 940 es cee ices ends 47, 586, 597 
R. R., London v. ........000- 88 N. C., 585 ..:... Se eee eee ee eee 


CASES CITED. 





See eee eee eee 


Ry Mie CO: Vi Au anawees 117 
R., Marable v. ............ 142 

R. v. McCaskill .......... 94 
Reig NaNCO. Vie eis nea aeeé 94 
R. v. Newton .........006- 133 
Fer INOPUON: “Vi sooo aes 122 
Rist GHve: Vis costa veda vexed 142 
Ra Palmer2y.) sheciescoicecees 131 
Ris PACKer’ Ves ee $455 ee be. 86 
Ri Parker. Va ccawianisa vas 123 
Rig POlIV Vs tht Oe ee 129 
the, PIETGO Vek bee een ease 124 
Wey QUANUZ Ve e.c a5 swe tees 137 
Re Va Re Rs te was aeeteess 83 
R., Rocky Mt. Mills v..... 119 

| Ras PLE LOB OV.» ocpie-o dee Guan Mets 129 
R., SMC Vis i oS Saran us 99 
R., Spencer v. ..........:. 137 
H;,. SPTINGS “V.. Antisense seen 130 
R.,. SAWYCr Vi. be ka oe hes 142 
ig ee Vi wk eae ee eden heer 72 
Tess Ss Ve. wow S eet cda sews 72 
Pees Has Vix Ate ois w eee ees 42 
Re. S295 4nceeee eros ete 73 
Pe AVG news em ween bares 122 
R. v. Sturgeon ........... 120 
R., Summerlin v. ......... 133 
Fs els Oi Ves oases eae -. 838 
Bt ICUE NY cde cara e ee ana 118 
R., Thomas V. ......e. 005s 129 
R., Thomason v. .......... 142 
R., Thomason v. .......... 137 
R., Van Lindley v. ....... 88 
R., Vi. Warren. wis ge0 60a 8 92 
R., Washington v. ........ 101 
Res. WOItG: “We aid treet dans 115 
Re We Wicker .sc5.03 3. eas 74 

» tg: WICY Vie G6 beak Soe 98 
Ess. WAISOU: Viz 66-0076: 30 ae 4 142 
gos. WHIERUNe soa46544veuRs 128 
Raleigh v. Pace .............. 110 
Randall Os Vi craw re Senate aes 88 
Ray, Findley v. ........6s006. 50 
RAMS; SAVE d0 eaten aed 121 
Reel v. Reel ..........6-0e005 8 
Reeves, Francis v. ........... 137 
Reeves, MeMillan v. .......... 102 
Register, S. ve we... cee cee eee 133 
FeGIUZ. (Oe Vi oir Sea oe eee ees 83 
Reyburn v. Sawyer .......... 1385 
Rice? SiiVi. ga 3s beste ws ewes Seas» o9T 
Ricks, Bunting v. ........... 22 
Riddie, Syme v. ........:006- 88 
Rintles, Lawing v. ........... 97 
Ritter;..Blue: Vi is den weeaawees 118 
Robbins v. Love ............. 10 
Roberts V¥. Ins. COi 4 <s3 ces 5eus 118 
Rocky Mt. Mills v. R. R....... 119 
Roseman v. Roseman ......... 127 
Ross v. Cotton Mills.......... 140 
Rosser v. Tel. Co......6...0. 130 


AZAAAALALZAAZALZLLZLAZAZLLALZAZZLZLLAALALZLLZAALAAALZAALAZLZALZLLZLZLZLZLZLZLZLZZLZZZZ 


ob 
ane 


aaa 


ananagaaanaaaaagaaoaaoaaaaaaaaaaaanaaaaanaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa 


7] 


“ oe 
se “ “ ~“ ~ a Ne = e w “ “ “e ™ ~~ ~ ~~ “e “ee “e bd “e “e “ “e ~“ “ = “ “ ~ “ “ “ “ v we “ “ “ “ “ “ “ ~“ ~~ “ “ 


DIO uc eteeut oak wenseeeeen 496 
BO ate chases eeaceee tone 124 
1, ee ae Aree! 293 
C10 sts Voeneita ean a yameves 266 
108 oe hina puiate cuenta. _ 880 
G10: hat ndinceaemstestevetenad 47, 97 
OBE eaceGerontmmaaeenoen a 293 
2 tat ed ahaatenanecss 179 
ree pint cae cemeen: 97 

(Rae ation Nene nes 296 
chy aoe ae ae earn eye eee Sonne: 437 

BO anata a baigae ts 47, 178 
186 Sacuecideanuhe aha iad 266 
BOG Nien es sean eye ate. 381 
B08 oe cae et nae |, 

di cone Seinen aA bacdeueaeecels 293 
7). ee aa es eer eo 267 
TOY gee eee ere ae Pe 562, 584 
TRO etait eam Sneed oe 87 

En oe een 179 
) re 570, 585, 597, 598, 599 
640 oe... eee end pee eee 595 
Gb cn cased hance ee eee 599 
FT can eniae ne aiek B71, 585, 598 
1069 oc aceacnsucoeee nae 605 
DO wists acaiaine dal tsentny Se ractecei he 293 
BBO! rated fasssudtcemec ieee eae ar 139 
7G) aie tee ant eee ere GE 381 
1s ae eter ge ee 47, 122, 266 
BOD. bei iccsdech statin Soto nveone yuna 87 
B00! d..n.oe emadinoumeaeeoacign 400 
1: nee Si dlnathtatrnss tose 460 
BUT wes aeent ana ae trees 272 
Boe 2 eh traie Wie decile teat tase 381 
oe een On mn meT e REDS Er 50 
C8 ee erectus 50 
O00 rink ea noroueme nen ee ase 295 
DO Bes ack rate care See eae hae 295 
BAG 5c. ts shidaeiuee ate tie ADE 

OT Depot eet una neaooake 437 

OD ee ce cl ake oae wie igus? 366 
Gi lh eteane cattsen teria tea ohacnede 624 
LOG: eacee eet nen ie seek 281 
BOO six ciadeedo aku teses ohio 616 
OF oc ssa noi me meabuptete: 221, 238 
DG Vig fr estectreesn yi leihieutesesnatened 92 
BB Oran yo 18 oalen uaeaensiencutan 65 
TAG ee oa hated ea oscaie 647 
BiG, 2 se ead see e tents thae 610 
28. ait acm ocd ot 510 
0) hee nearer meainn yA eanenny eae 686 
TOO! a i taetjena decid phietees 566 
71 eee ere tay 622, 627 
D5 Oat ta heen adenosine . 482 
1 ee Ne eet an 351 

BD Moai runenhn ec caweue aeons 194 
A054 biedeeesesee eae 385 
GOS es Aisa chmainaetacacs oh 
7. eee nen ee ene ee 857 
DG oe eae etn ee 134 
OG ia icrscsamencunoeseaaarha dices 395 


CASES CITED. 





Rountree, Carter Vi, ccses56enc 100 Neo Cy Bo esas eee 6Gr ota tan tase ot 342 
Rountree, Lewis v............ OOP ING ©3122 a seach cnacs et rote eos oes 273 
ROWO. Be Vic Hawi at diced santas 98 Ne © G20 iw ac eee ea erie bo eS AS 647 
‘Rowland v. Thompson ...... by cc Nie Glo DUA: acustatees aul sec tantnt aca che Spinone 418 
Ruffin, Mizell v. ............. DTS NG Coe SOL. ive 3 hed eee hein ee reons 281 
Rumbough v. Sackett ........ TALON: Ci. 096. otc c35 poo Ria ew hee le 123 
’ Rutherford, Bostic v. ........ i DS camel Gia, ©  -  e e P e C eee 426 
Rutjes, Bailey v. ............ SON OL, cee tena ath eee choo ee Se 256 
Ss 
. Sackett, Rumbough v. ....... 241 ON; Ci 406 pete chaos Rk OUR aa eA eS 123 
Sanderlin v. Sanderlin ....... Za NG Me. 1 A: ata bela oe aee eh ac emecee tans 623 — 
Sanders v. Norris ........... Ne Cog ZAG ua ese Wes Se ae BS ae aoe ae 624 
Sapp, Goodman v. ........... N02 N-C. ACL wipeeics t%4.a eee Sag oe 48 42 
Sawyer, Reyburn v. .......... Fob INS Ca OOS ac eee bee be w hea ees 510 
Sawyer v. Ru Ris viws ase 0w aes 142 N. 1. aie areelnya he Cee ae tata 179 
Schenck, ex parte .........-00- G6: ING Os OOF a aire ale hae eae eae ae ae eae 9 
- Scott v. Green ......... Sauce” (OOr UNas Cag DIO Auth oa Or ea Wake ae ee hae 243 
-Seott, Springs Vv. oo... eee - 132 IN tO DAS 2 Sraee ech aeat ede ee AIT 
' Setzer v. Setzer'..... ‘Esa toGhacaes i ADOLIN cc AGek sO ede Nica eR OS OE OMe Eats 437 
Shade). S.Vi io oh heh eo iwee Ti Ne Ch PCOS es eta ora oon estas marcas wns 676 
Shankel v. Ingram ........... TSS NG ie 20 Bid 2 ela wie ein acetate 209 
Shepard v. Tel. Co. ........... 143 ON: (©. 244. 5 otto eceiat tok aie ee eS 395 
Sherrill v. Tel. Co............ POO INGO. GIT, are cnte eo cain em nasees 395 
Sherrill v. Tel. Co............ P16 NTC 006. sector ch iw caus ohates oes 395 
Sherrill v. Tel. Co......... tye ds No Wee GOES code sa anee ds Due aes ~. 395. 
Shields: v. Re Re « ickwaeseds 00% DOING Cig: aie adeleaern sake hat ee 293 
Shields v. Whitaker ......... 82: ING Do beta e era hoes tee eae ee 53 
SHUes- 9 Vs. ao area eS Ores mara ag! Carne 95° mn en ee oR nee ee ry 619 
Simpson v. Justice ........... AS INOS £16: Seed Sede Saas 452, 455, 509 
Skelding, Hollingsworth v Views. LAS ING Ose ZAG 254 lots cow heen sa paaaesen 268 
SIMaAry, S:Vo 422s Seewesok aes Ay NOs O12 is a ne eres kee Sy ae 642 
Smith v. B. and Ly Asso...... TUG ANG Cues. oo eatindiirs 26 Ge aie aie un Gee 58 
Sinith: Vv, Campbell... et<c100.4, 10 NoNCy BWV crore ics eenseawee eas 473 
Smith v. Gudger ............ Tao” Ne up O20 aa ahaw sarees Cee ees 418 
Smith v. Johnson ....... Mec LOIIN:: Go ov ataecagte paatwein gua tee ee nes 69 
Smith v. Lumber Co....... se od hor NG, Ga Os Liha ee eres atte via Mote eee 86% 198 
Smith: v.R. Re ess saasdaiddscs DOIN, [Cig DAL oe Scorers ede aut oa here ists 267 
Smith v. Whitten ......... aie a ING WO 5r-OO Oy Ak whe de wth ak sie ee are ee 342 
Sossaman v. Cruse ........... TOS: Ne Ne AI? created een dctiia tore give & enh oles 617 
Smithwick v. Biggs .......... Bo IN Ra BO Ls vecgueth eeu ave derimeston eal inatiodartenLa 352 
Spencer v. R. R. ........ Steaks MS Nis es, CLOT teieeters Sos wits bard cy eee tee 562, 584 
Spivey, -S: Ve vccosascawwcs mtn. doe. ING Oa: 969: lk aceies Sarena me eoeds 658 
Sprague v. Bond ............ LOS. N.C ig O82 aia: ecko wean han ewe anaes 382 
Springs v. Scott ............. oO ING: QOog BAG ike oS ali ineus oa otra a Se ate 417 
Sprinee Vio hi les seceded 130 NoiCa 186 tase et ta Abas ak eee me 87 
Sprinkle v. Wellborn ........ 140 NC YAS, 2604 6s esa in eaeee re ¢ 138 
Spruill v. Ins. Co........000.. 120? NO 141 da ey eeuewe eee eect isa 480 
. Stafford, Swaim v. ........... 20°Ne Cu nO09: 220845455 ae hee ow eesti’ 425 
Stanaland v. Rabon .......... LEO UN Ces AUS asp urea tetas Mae ee eee ele es 68 
Stanford v. Ellington....... ag. HL, Ne te OBS ane ore he eee es bated 115 
_ Stanton v. Bell .............. De ING Ce TA at coe coe ered ea re aie 196 
Starne’s case .......... bee outs OE Nos WO oh. 6 to Sas sacks Geka a vata Aa grareneiaiane as 646 
De V. AGAIN 4.66 04ceavesanes Sy tO ING Ge SO Md: Steer a6 oes 2. ane ea hae: GeateMos Seed 642 
Bio¥ AGAINS: 46-5 otacd noe Bee oho 138 IN Ces O91 oacus.d Bes ee eee ete as 643 
Si VcAPnold: “ncecsscectdn seks LOC INO BOO. ha rae or She Ree ee 673 
Si Vis Ballard: .s.<-issticsidasds 19 -N:. Co O20 mio obse. Sohne ee ae cones 243 
SW Barker <scsstetsctaveeis 107 N. C., 914 ....... rn ce atk Tone gt nae at 669 
2°93. ATTOUC, cada adeaawe tele 1238 No Ces. T6S-eawaess Re ne ene eee 617 
“So Vi Barrel swicwncsoreesaes 138 Nie Os 088 cictesemieuise aa dey bat 23 
S. v. Barrington ............. TA IN oO 82 Oe aod pp aeons Wiaetawcee hee . 674 


ANANNANANNANDMNMAARNDNMNNDADNNUNMANNMNDNNDNNDNNNNMRNNNMRMNM Main Mw. 


CASES ‘CITED. 


VY. BOW? 2c.ceeiaiets pata viwae: 136 
Ve RISB: Doce seas. we aeavaial wi ais. 4 133 
¥V. Blackley nccciiveccc eden 138 
Vo BNC: «kw sickcn 8 oe me ae eS 84 
Vi SBOONC: sic wi Gcsta-e dems. ara 6 aime 132 
VV. _DOWMEE si os cde Sass 78 
Ve BOVCLU os0i6nsttew neers 32 
Vi DTAGN: kan haa sae ws 107 
Ve. DAY ie baa ne aie w ar eee 89 
ban oY oS: Bo Ree ee a $9 
Wier GSVOW ID. 6 oh506 oe ee 46 
Vi. TOWER: 24, tae eG ae ant be% 125 
V. Bryant ....ceccccsecsces 111 
Vie <DVy SON: A0nk « ecte da oa es 81 
v. Buchanan ......:2.eceee , 130 
We MTeON 66240 as ease es 113 
¥;. -BUrtonm: 24.4.6645.04 606488 138 
Vi. VEO. ish 6ee cata Wane 121 
Vis WAR OS oiled aes anes ars 114 
Ve CRIA 10s ed keer ewan ees 94 
Wa Call: as eseSeekee abies 121 
V. CODDS: sik ssh o2Keee wrens 134 
Vie COTUOl 2A re ints eae 126 
Ve OAViIS | coca eek 80 
Ne CLOT a5 ba an ea pares ke: 134 
Vi. COUNO? > eso é eee aes 142 
Vi COUNCIL! “oh. die 8 oh 0k-69 eee 129 
v. Covington ............. 125 
Ve OPA WICY a ae ede ace Soo 1038 
v. Crenshaw ............+ 94 
VeuCrOuse sses shew ces $6 
Ve CTUMD: 216 ert sees 104 
Ve OULUS: 46s wrasse eee eens ‘ 71 
Vs: GUSUCE™ Svan ».0:9 bie B w e er 65 
v. Cutshall ..... Waser acles 110 
v. Daniels. ........ ube anise 134 
Ve DOWEY tsas4 esa anyones 139 
Vio DIDOLS? Ac ena teak oa 49 
Vi DICKENS. 6: 68564454 wes 2 
VusIRON? viealiisine aa be ven 114 
v. Dowden ..........00000- 118 
Vi DOWD,” 25's. 4 kes wow we aes 116 
V.-- OUNT ..ccakeanws bs eh eo ee 95 
Ve WOU 6s Aid een eee 109 
Ve. DUES. “estes ba eae 121 
Vi MO WArds) 2 sie sieanea ews 110 
V.. MOWArds: asec sdevsiae aoe: 126 
Ves FOP WAU «66-553. ane dowa- ec eau ee eee 9T 
Ve AUS of ok ceeded eee cex 188 
Vi. PINIBYSON | 6.666544 ay 4 wares 113 
VesPInley: soe ah.ot eae ae 118 
Va 1TSNO?: sire db ois eee 109 
Vi WOSte? 60h 6iaercasasew es 130 
v. Garland ....... eee ee 138 
V. George ..... cee eee ees 93 
v. Goulden ............0.. 134 
Ve GTONaM 64 teswsctaawae acs 74 
V, GYCGN asuicciseseaceun sy 92 
VeOGRGCK sgt tae wales 134 
V. HAyVOGs 2iisiseessecaxis, 88 
v. Haywood ..........c eee 94 


ALALAZALAZALLZALALZALLZALALZLLLZALZALLLLZALZLZAZLLLLLZLZAALZALZLZLZALZALZLZLZAZ 


N. 
1 2 


 O. 


tea au Sint eeeaaieesn eee 578 
ee een eee ey, 15, 693 
fetus nateutede hada ode 674, 694 

a ee Ac Mpa ee ne 634, 636 
Sam 5 ee ene eee 615 
ea eee er 139 

Pay eaten Mecne eein iim 616 
Macha nevatera set Gdn uairres 676. 

Sods ean ewe cnn ,.. 635 
nce ire Ne eaten 636 

pala a ease netic cena 687 | 

ste eat eto ea 616, 617 

chal bade ease ieee 676 
Sid eatin eG oe eateconaens 667 

i ee, ator eae eA 674. 

bd aa ible d eines Malan Banus’ 686 

ap Mash ic an edcenieueus 673, 674 
EY Ae rere 664 
ee nr re 686 
Saker tdtnon memonts O80 

A tesastiict aed wash cnet. 4 15, 693 
ts garda inlet vei Las an 665 
OA? a Rade ocd aed 674 
here ehA eae etre ae acs 665 
BOS cnc eana ach Centon 664 
W008 6 cresa ctu ccan wees 694 
BIL. a ttedutean wre ae laces 647 
ae eee andr et een 676 
De ota te teadnaete aria diet eee 667 
BUT. annie nein odo sheen: 686 
1 an ee ree ean, 688 
Og ates arta te ates 635 
DO) ncn ence emitenieieaise 635, 636 
B80 i ion G eA ea acednu egies 635, 637 
GO6- sauranecteaute ae ages 672, 673 
655+... cece sia aed pias GLO 
BE tasenatisn cree oebtats 242 
10S nse wh areca rasee ones 499 
DG selon ast -tredNore atssctar ea nataias 616 
BOO: act g ico ne Anse fen, 616, 617 
L145 VG ce tavivress beatae Megs: 658 
I ee conn Free aves 616, 694. 
OG yey ee ont tine amas doy 680 
BAD acm vtec en tn aa aeek 676 
Gacy cesta ten aca neiears 667 
BUM Sccay aera wr areca ts 685, 687 
WO bo kag oh aad eee ace a 647 
BAR irate certs a lees wean, 617 
GIS: sGeiicae wien sk dee wie. 658 
B98. no tuk kh mine cm ie 635 
TCD tio iacd es eretnasiig ee heen 657, 663 
BIG pats ca ah eet ed. eeemeuuen ett 667 
COG deed int cet tea: 657, 665 
61a ner iiet etn ne cannweouiees 617 
BO sei acess one haan hae ates 694 
TAG Nace alee tae 677 
G10 Zieh aseerateceneeusaues 610 
T0O: capectn lee mac ate a eeten 648 
608 dae sata pone aceasta oe 617 
620 ac eauteancepne a ty Cis oe 615 
BA Pcie hs wena tee eee 246 


CASES CITED. - 





ANDNNANNDNNANNDNNDNNANADMNNDNNDNNNDMNMNNRUNNNMNMDMNMNMANNMNNRM thin i 


Vv. INO a2 Se ek ss eae be wee dk 694 
v. Hensley .......006. agen. OE Na Coe NODE ioe Races bade awe es 95 
Ve. OlGG?- “ered cot Sua eae DOO UING (Cs VIS eeu head Ree eee Sees 674 
WV. IOWA. sida sautenegas SS Ne OSU) 45 awareness ea ecs Paes 621 
V. aAJONNSON 2 ié6 cs cba peeons AB UN: Cs 260 eras see setn we etarban cues 665 
V.. OSCY Sots eat antes baw 64 NOC 00-48 fa hes cad 044s twee 246 
V; sONCS can snuGavenuess OOO INC. Os cent eee a dace atte oae.aceanee 646 
Vi DVONCS teas soos ewes 1S ON Cg SOUS. cit She he ai ate See % sere 249 
v. Kimbrough ...........: ONS Cy BOL: Geshe oe teeta eta aeegiete 198 
VoRINe sicantawsess «canes TIO NG Cee G10? oo sak ow bow caress de a ere deaatve se 241 
Vi KOONCE s44..0505a0%wae es OR: NO be. Ceo 'tice eaves ararwieaus ike sew are gine 670 
Vi PADICH <ccaat4 2b8e34ise BON iy. ODS (64.62 ia ea Aina area ees oer 694 
MS TIOWIS?. ibaa eto a Oi aks LAZO (© 56200 aaccnibet es obs wie Ge ater alate 675 
Vi EAICS: Sea cticd.oaccne-os Sateen TSA ON: (Co 13D: ne o0-95 seed be Ries ee Bars 685, 687 
v.. Lilliston PAL IN. Cyn ROT Ves kc eed se sae 643, 645 
We, EYE ace aie ee csc ise elt 116 N. C., 1049.............0007000.-018, 619 
Ve LOWY vei eke canié aeeeas TA NSO AG oe stesasaees heeestiwetsd 635 
vy. Lytle ....... eee a re eee TIVTON, Co SOL ees acini ies ese kee Gg cas 674 
V LUE: ois caeaths Sparen at LOS Ne. Cig! (Aoi wis beats catecrn ey ees ae ees ar 670 
Vi MGBPOOUL <5 ac 5a eae eo Le Nes oa. DUO bi 6 ah oR aS ad OS es 676 
y. MeDonald ...........00- PSS Ne Oy: OSE % cite 6a eo are tee kad ashore eS 616 
v. McKnight ........ eer ESUONG Ca. Tl? aeivacesieuces i aawtnins sie 693 
V:-MAtthews: ojewdsowucsas 142 Ne Cy O21 said ainnat ceases ee Mee ou nore 246. 
v. McDowell ........ ate Ques BOING Oh GOO S55 0 hast Me eee tus Pad eee 95 
v. Mitchell .......... Bp ecesas S82 N. Cs. O14: 6 sera ckSe es Pane ees 674 
v. Moore ;.....4.. Mele aca dice obs LOA IN Oi UF La olin Sis 56 & aSitws ads Seana geste aes 5 
v. Moore ........6. Saad LLeOuUNe Og 498 cares va ie omieracone ut lee 609, 610 
v. Morgan ......-+-- eae Lad NGO 126 264.¢4aes- eee tae ees oe ees 687 
Ve INOPMAN: cast vay es wes 1S IN OG 7 or, ean ste tetas tae aaa pots 677, 694 
V. Oakley i Sesc.c a0 eae eas WOE Ne Ore AOS: fog cag ei ete cue ene eoareare ait 635 
v. Outerbridge ...... ioe. “Aa Ne Cal Dl ie se newee tS Sie naete ey cers 675 
v. Patterson ........ eieeeu TS4- “N.C G12 eo kab oes od-008 hee ade 638 
Vi PICk6tt. -sccesiieas. earns LIS NOs 1268 het eres ei een ate acre ae 676 
Vs PIgtOrd “ol paewaewsaeees TT NeC 4 AS -osewhin sone a tei os sees 617 
Vo PCUOTS:, - 2-5 eee eee oe le MOT AN2 (Ci 883: 4626 te siete Soares See 673 
Vi POWell 6 ead05 6 ssi sis heergeatn, = EIN AN Th hao Sepscecs Aa tia a eA Geet hl teamed 699 
v. Powers ........-. Siasenatere © AGN. C2316: 2cocsacatee eer ee Se ae OE 
Va RRS «Gaus eg ea ecaaee 6 ee he Ne: Co B84. cess en 25 570, 585, 597, 598, 599 
Wolves Pea 2a sieres Se erate Ul ING GE. GAO: tate ae acmec stecaa ke Saat 595 
Wilts ce patentee ta cid TOON NG G40) ion esate so 2s 8s re 599 
We ite Ho wae naeatitee en S03 WSN: C302 0 eis ce eae anes 571, 585, 598 
Vi Re Re ssecas i onthan wae D2 ON Css POG 9 2 2 soca eb bi aete ode ane 605 
¥. Randall 6 has ekewseeaewes BSI, Ce IG Es sg Ad art coe oe erect nce eaugnsen Weeue 624 
Vi WROAING «vice hscceew 4 ae 1D IN. OOo DOG sanlche ceratt ed ace 2h tow as 616 
Vi. RGIUZ: 25 s55 acaie }ecnee es So: Ne Ce O50. ied whos ea aa nea eee eer 610 
Vi ERICO dibwniiis Suere bins ete a awte Sue Ob Ne Gy ADL ah ct wean lene awa Bess 686 
Vi HOWG:.4 car cas taeSeawaees 9S ING C5 020 atte eae tec tayeas ews 647 
Vi DRAG: sc caosi dda site nes WG INO OM OS sarc eee con ese sme ease | 676 
VOU ULe: “o3-ewisla oe uuresew aceeaee ONG Cy 166s sire eee ates See tee 619 
‘Ms, DIVALE 44.45.0054 cata DORON: O12, oe swan wer eeor coe waa bawek 642 
Ve ODIVCY vera ores Sa waeesauns DBO NC cy 989? 4 ox eats eee hing Stee eed atetecs 658 
VW SUMAN: 65564 44-ssiesaans WAZ INC DIS tists 8 ab aaa Ba. aes one bee 676 
Ve POAChCY: oyiaw noua ee aus LBS ING Migs DOF sete Seek srw eies: sR lao ace cians 95 
Vo PNOMAS® antes Gineds PINS Cie re rs Sas nd one Seid ae 658 
v. Tomlinson ............. CONG O43 DIS siete ns tS Gas sepeee Saad 694 
Ve MICOS? Ce 6 ontinai eee ine cee ats eg Ne Os, W022 5d tad wee waeeee ewes 665 
V. Van Pelt .scceiacisavacs 136 N C4089 waked eacasiteuse et Ooseauweet 676 
V. Wallace: ccecc cs esac cewrs 2b oN: Cis OD occ ba antowan thon en bres 636 
Vo WALES ecb k cee are ck SANs Cs. B69 eda eerie ote eee bens 634 
Va. WLS ois dct ec tee hares a2 ONG Oe O00 ah oe she as eee 666 
v. Welsh. .......seeees pce ste ON. GurDS0 Sa ciiewces ous de Siste eta 694 
27 


CASES CITED. 


. . 
Bow WHI. Zin tk ew eeteadss,. 60 
S. v. Whitsenhunt ........... 5 
S. v. Wilcox ......... Se aetes ALS 
Sov WHOS: - ose ccc dawcdacaw: 132 
S. v. Williamson ............ 81 
S. v. Woodfin .............4.. 87 
Be M WYNNE) ébsccc ba oe twas 2a 116 
Steamboat Co., Comrs. v..... . 98 
Stewart v. Bryan .........0:, 121 
Stewart v. Carpet Co......... 138 
Strickland, Wilder v......... » 55 
Sturgeon, R. R. v........... .. 120 
Sugg, Bright v....... nwa . 15 
SUltah, 235 Vicesoreeca seas o5 -. 142 
Summerlin v. Cowles ........ 107 
Summerlin v. R. R........... 133 
Swain v. Stafford ............ 26 
Syme v. Riddle .............. —«8B8 
Tate v. COMrs...........06- ae 122 
Tate, Overman v..... ee 114 
eVaylor, Parker Vs xeccsceswated 133 
Taylor v. Plummer .......... 105 
Teachey, S. vi... eceeanee 138 
Teague, Boyer v........+.. >.» LO6 
Tedder, Mitchell v............ 107 
Tel. Co., Andrews v. ........ 119 
Tel. Co., Bennett v. .......... 128 
“Tel, Coy Bright: Vicogiau acts 132 
Tel. Co., Bryan v. ...... eee 133 
Tel. Co., Cannon v. .......... 100 
Tel. Co.,. Carter Vi seeecueues 141 
Tel. Co., Cashion Vv. .......... 123 
Tel. Co., Cashion v. .......... 124 
Tel. Co., Cogdell v. .......... 135 
_Tel. Co., Cranford v. ......... 138 
Tel. Co., Dowdy v. ........... 124 
Tél, Coy HOT. Ve. 46d 6 ooh oa a4 132 
Tel. Co., Gerock v. ........-. 142 
Tel. Co., Green V. .......206. 136 
Tel Css “Hal: Vi, seaies-<,6oseataies 139 
Tel. Co., Hamrick v. ......... 140 
Tel. Co., Hancock v. ......... 137 
Tel. Co., Hancock v. ......... 142 
Tel. Co.,. Havener v. ......... 117 
Tel, Co., Hendricks v. ....... 126 
Tel. Co., Higdon v. ........6. 132 
Tel, Co., Hinson v. .......... 182 
Tel. Co., Hodges v. ..... Rae! bee 
- Tel. Co., Hood v. .........06- 185 
Tel. Co., Hunter v. .......... 130 
Tel. Co., Hunter v. ....... aes 185 
Tel. Co., Jackson v. .......... 139 
Tel. Co., Kennon v. ......... 126 
Tel. Co., Kernodle v. ...... .. 141 
- Tel. Co., Laudie v. .......... 124 
Tel. Co; LheWIG Vice ss caer ows 117 
» Thel Coy: Lyne Ve s4sseiew ewes 123 
‘Tel. Co., Meadows v, ......... 131 
Tel. Co., Meadows v. ......-. 132 


ALALALAALAAAAALAAZA 


2 =| 
— PRqaqaAggANAAAAAAOAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAARAAAAAA” aganAAAAAAAAAAaAAAAN 


ALZALZALZLALZLAZLZALALZLZAALZAZAZAZLZLZAAZZALZAZLZLZLZAZALZAZZ 


bo 
on 


BOE Sates Seance os dates 619 
1 ee ranma ene Rew Aes 682 
i 1 ene nae name ed Nm 657 
i, ee peat ane meen neroy ana 642 
BAO ta oa taeda caarchetie 674 
BOG cad Costiale bn te at Gotu 617 
ORI Acueaieoueees ouen cats 686, 688 
168 ascsittttks eins toeciieisa ds 624 
BUN Geatahieerecysnausorniece 533 
60: ott ouahaeansiae: 134, 439 
O86 wcuusasateemseeees: 452, 510 
2k RARE es ene 293 
NOD ce est extents cetaceans 311 
BID) atin sh abeenecmeidc sens 676 
NOP cachet eu aenage ee 385° 
BOO? sec cite a ait thiete ce oat acute 139 
BO, parte nity greet Gtk 425 
AGS di chewed bartewh ouavot: 622,. 627 
Riek bean crecuias esas 64 
BE ee ee ee niall ects etal 417 
OS ccna sien eet anetmoed 69 
Di asec Anta Mice tisieae Ae 248 
BO ce cca ba ceeene wee tee 95 
BIO uae aaaes sa asst tate 669 
BOS utacuesut toe. bees tes aoe 241 
ROD ice Pe ara cecentas cate 394 
i eer nC eerie 394 
Ui ar cBte ater eaten fn inet 394 
GUS ccrceictne dens tena 151, 395 
SOUR daeehoeae ten oe ee 393 
BTS ls cued pat naitateaiei ates 395 
Oa edu a aencoent 152, 394 
BBD esa pit Neoseek ge hee 246, 392 
rs lens eer Pee des Pe ohn 392 
1G can did toh cece he he 390, 395 
DO Ohak gestts thins dulce Daa oats 394 
CO docee teed kasteomacets 395 

OF ae aot cay ae ee 394 
DOL A ticatun te ge rertaa 151, 392 
B69 calesaean ka sehanae ee: 
161 scrip cuaedaitareesciees ,. 894 
NOT a tat nt ca da sdonrrnetws sens 448 
169) Sadat eunsheeen sue eeaeos 394 
BULA eS usd ieee aheane 394 
BOD ceded canis nena elma et 395 
(CS Ore eer 895 
NGO, Joedinaaebsreain aden ees 895 
Dies hater ohne aac aaniee ee 294 
C90 alah ery Wie ete end cet 394 
GOT nds aantone sa cantons 395 
AGO aha e ea nsbdncip eae: 247, 395 
1 re iielee Neaeeae a re 59, 178 
DD tenes a 390, 394 
nts re ernie ee 395 
52S. .cerhos, antares trek oaliet 392 
$36. Ga cecahatoet pen amuae: 394 
1 Soe aE ee ee ah eRe 394 
ee bean Ge emacs 395 
VR ah eR eee. | 


. GASES CITED. 





Tel. Co., Morton v. .......... 130 IN; e008 Snes hee wedien eed edeee eae 394 
Tel. Co., Mott v. ....... ee re ANG Cig ade hee eek Bese ose Bo oh ee a ae 395 
Tel. Co., Pegram v. .......... 1L0OUN: Cas 80: Sneha en snesesagdiun ey 2 ble 
SPOIL: COy Vac Rec Rc 8 i teu ee te. BO NG Cs AZO Scns gtets Lweur ohn eas 381 
Tel. Co., Rosser v. .......... on ee Sas BOLE Sie Be we ba by aa aa wanes 395 
Tel. Co., Sherrill v. .......... 1 a" Fe 17) 5 ee a ee eee 395 
Tel. Co., Sherrill v. .......... TI6 IN. (C5 G06. seein k ciara seen weak 395 
Tel..Co., Sherrill v. .......... VT IN Gs. ODk: us” bs os Bar ena teew Aw hae 395 
Tel. Co., Thompson v........ ve DOP ING ©. AbG Sout ys od cannes 247, 394 
Tel. Co., Walser v. ........ me oe IN 5.40 ae tbs de eeeaaeota gam nee: 378 
Tel. Co., Whitten v. .......... TAL IN Og BOO Giba atareataie tune oa wow au ae 395 
Tel. Co., Williams v. ......... 156. NOs On se sae at oe aoe 149, 390 
Tel. Co., Young v. ........... TOT Ne Ose OS4: base eevs Weeds cee ene 151, 398 
Thames v. Jordan ..... ae eta OE: Nuss Meee” Leads =e Gcauarucyhenora aes wy ersterane wk ws eee 65 
s*DHOMaES: Vets Ecta tessa deratc: L290) IN, ig B92 aii tebe bas ie mieds 87 
Thomas, S. Vv. ...... haw nee ee TIS No Og BI ro ob ces S80 Ee eaeS 658 
Thomason v. R. R,. ........... 142 NS Ci B00: esas Clee sas Sew es Bee ee 460 
Thompson, Rowland Vy. ..6.s«3  W3ON,.C., 504 24 Sian cea sawvwws sv ewo ses 418 
Thompson v. Tel. Co. ........ TO? ING iy. OG: Shae e te, Sh eee eae 247, 394 
Threadgill, Barnawell v. ..... DOIN. Ca. BS 54s Sag tw aee ae sees ewes as 280 
Tillett Va hee ca ee bacn des TUS IN Ce LOB1 o.oo soe here 47, 122, 266 
Tomlinson, Gatewood v. ..... 113 N. C., 312 ....0........006. Siaeeeus 231 
Tomlinson, S. V. ....-.ceceeee TC UN Mg 0266 8a oi Ree eta Sos 694 
Townsend, Gore Vv. ........... ROB INE On Bee: Share tid Sere arse aad 231 
Townsend v. Williams ........ DUT ANG in Ol a 64-5 + SUG ew ek RON eG Es 676 
Traction Co., Kelly v. ........ Ta aN, Cig. BOS’ obs Gana hw ak aks Va Ow REE . 427 
Trolinger v. Boroughs ........ 136: No C4 B12: wikcee ds oases bey awe ee 188 
Trust Co. v. Benbow ........ eboOr ING le BUS: ce tee eres ae aie Saree ete ee ee 231 
Turner v. Davis ............ oie Oe Na. Roug OU’ mG tane Sow eae be oR ae we 624 
Turner, Eubank v. ......... Pie tg Meee es er Chee. UW ae inaies Hote a 6 xo waete tears 357, 693 
Turner v. Holden ............ POG IN, ic GE: aetna area caw whe arene 538 
Tysor, Brewer v. ........ detete BIN gg A oy Sg Galante eee one wae 432 
Tysor, Brewer Vv. .........0.0. BO. Nia (sk TOs cecona Rcugta areata apa aerate w Waren orH 432 
; U 
Underwood, Claflin v. ....... tae A ING Mss SABO. ne'a  S Aies ecard aera 538, 535, 536 
Utley, Si Ve. hee dda Chere Kas 132 Na Gy AOZ2 s 4 oa View waa ee ees eee 665 
: | V 
Van Lindley v. R. R. ......... “BOLING Cy OAL 6 URS os 6 ee ete boa Ose G 272 
Van Pelt: Se View ced ecw ieecedys ESO? IN cGOU" yo eek ei Ge we a aw he eee ee 676 
Vann v. Edwards ............ B28 IN CO “AS dpc oe Fae cen COREA ESS 630 
Vann v. Edwards ............ SD IN: Rg GOL 3's che ae Gul bee etearavenee 630 
Vasser, Kee Vi. ...65s. ccc esees BU IN C5 DOS x srdnd paste Wine ha peewee 622 
| WwW 
Waldraven, Long v. .......... Lio UN. Cy, Bab (pace ade s ered eis wees 352 
Walker v. Long .............. 109 IN OO OLO: 5 Sos aeons a de G alae’ ds Guat 475s 95 
Walker, Long V. ...-.ssecccecs VOB Ne 5: LOG oa id. ws are erred ah ea ee hala 576 
Wall, Davis: ¥i 325 tiene cnc es LA? IN C40 enh Sack e ee bp ewes ens —T1 
Wallace, S. Vi... cece vce ccecce De IN, Mg OO aa Seabee dea Aare wg RO bree 636 
Walser v. Tel. Co. ........... 414 ON: Os AAO oo nk ede eta Ca eee 378 
Walsh, Houston v. ........... C0 WG. OO peice dane owas au ok 535, 536 
Walton v, Mills .............. BOING ng: 2S sae ado voe ad -gataw eeucehe 8-884 452 
Ward ‘Vv. Belk: s-0ei24 o245<%e%e. Boe TO oaioe ane eek keek Sey Cea 687 
Ward, MOrine W:. sesiesds ences, “DOING CG 212 wers cence kjetoesyac nace.’ 281 
Warehouse Co., Jones v. ...... L8G Nes DOU 4s oxen bk wna weed ee wea 139 
Warren, R. R. v. ....... See D2 ING Ai OAS: ea teeta d Gad Oe wes ee 381 
Washington v. R. R...... ee LOU CIN Cig 20. .sca te ites acne soe oe ae ota ae 50 
Water Co., Gorrell v. ......... 24 IN: SO 826 sak ps eyed ed Bee ee he 393 
Watkins v. Mfg. Co. .......... ak Ny Oi Del oi C wh So sb ashes eawae eae 405 


bo 
co 


Young v. Young: 


oo 
Q 


CASES CITED 
Watson v. Farmer...........-. ad ING OA Ae & Gre ancees-5 Samar ou eT Oe 464 
Wartsot: ¥. OP nc Ss4604 came des TAINS er OO vga are Sweating tery ark ace oue miaae ae ees 443 
Watson v. Watson ........... BO aN (Coy 00: cuca eis 4 See ees 596 
s WATTS SAV os 5 a4a5 dw ance es Boe Ne OO O9 sauce Ura wake eadmewc awe. 619 
Weatherington v. Williams ... 184 N. C., 279 co... cc ccc we eens 212 
Weisel v. Cobb ..... ccc cece, DD ST eo. Me ba ip ce Montes Shh Oa Gk Gy ae St ale 575 
-Wellborn, Sprinkle v. ........ 140: (Ne Ca Sh. ey seer REN AG Ses eed 138 
WHS. Si Ve Gsoae tebe Soke oak 142 Ne Ci B06: 5 Wow eaarae ew he bee Sas 666 
Welehe Sov. i004 Heaaidasdates B20 WIN (Cis DSO) are avets ah awa ee eee SON 694 
Wht. Se We. daticawues scenes BO SING Oi 22 Se Sater entaehivun al aesa ee. 619 
Whitaker, Shields v. ......... Ba Ns Cie Dee ween obra e466 Gia ae eee 53 
White v. Comrs. .....c.ceeeees OO Ng (Gis. BOT sc eaaals ack-w inlets aw naa Saas 64 
White v. McMillan .......... ds Ne AC BAO) seoia a acace-rekeratasd aac aee va biod 194 
White: V. Re Re vicesd owed eaes 1B NG Ci Oa: gu eae oda kata ee ee alate 50 
Whitehead v. Hale........... EA IN is OU) pking OREN eae ORES 342 
Whitfield, Nelson v. .......... BQN GL 4G 6s ee Gaia Get oee bebee eee’ 350 
Whitsenhunt, S. Vv. ....... 0a Oe EN Roig OA, ss ah Sixes wa Sa rela is, Ds ee eine 682 
‘ Whitson v. Wrenn.........-.. 184: Ne Ons 86 Aces eh aoa ewe ers 439 
Whitten, Smith, v. ........... EDN: Ose BS. bak sade eek EROE EES OE 342 
Whitten v. Tel. Co. .......... PAA ING Og. OOe. Game G ha els Wiatark Sone Awe eek 395 
Wicker, Ri Ru Vu ogc ieee ne Ree Ne Oe B20 ie oe aan ick eases Heater eRe 295 - 
WilCOk. Se py c4. ned oo Se8 TIS AN Odo lve oe aes ate eee ale yates 657 
W1lG@Ox:. Se Vi exces coins 24 Ve ING Co VEG ance ental a RES OR Sees See 642 
Wilder v. Strickland ......... BO ING (A560 ais Reine er 8 at aaeeka ea 452, 510 
Wilkins, Anderson v ......... TaN Og; LOE: Sete 's 6.45% a arnt aesceen eats 418 
Willey Vi Re Ra iisksou dees Do: Ny My Boe arp acer ee Win Bate e eee es 295 
Williams v, Alexander ........ BOUIN Cg 200 oa cain iequy tate auu eee 280 
Williams v. Carr ..........08. BOING Sis BOD hte S aeg en ala iyi tae CNS 443 
Williams, Faison v. .......... 120 ON: 5 AO2 fe Seater th eutna tcc op eet 357 
Williams, Lee vy. .........005. LL IN Cs BUG eats Sia ea Soda wow Week ba 238 
Williams, Mills v. ............ Oo: ING Gy DOO: hte tinea woven eee a oeeG 64 
Williams v. R. R, ............ TAO? NS Oy. 1624 gh 55 1 PS a RS 325 
Williams v. Tel. Co. ......... ADOUNG Gas. 2: Gig sxtcs ge Sale a 149, 390 
Williams, Townsend v. ...:... UE ONO BO: We bbb hs OR eae LR 676 
Williams, Weatherington v. ... 184 N. €., 279 .. ccc. cc ce nee eee wees 212 
Williamson v. Nealy ......... LEON CS. COS: 2.2Wiebwet cabochon eek 211 
Williamson, S. Vv. ......ee ee eee SL Ne Ce O40) ctks wae cate ens keen 674 | 
Wilson v. Cotton Mills ........ TAQ IN ig. SOZ> Bieber 4 ce Renee Serie ee en 400 
Wilson, Patterson v. ......... ROL CN: (Og D0 be oy Aen WA ewe ea aa 222 
Wilson, Phipps v. ..........-.. 120 Ne Wg LOG: tine stacice werner teats 271 
Wilson, Purvis. Viv «cians eenn DUSTING ae, ca! Eke Wa aa ares $60 eae ae cae 69 
Wilson-Vi terete aedne ss 142: Ne O80) ait Son lade beh edae ees 456 
Winder v. Blake ............. £9: INGO Ok Kant aee ia eee aw nen es 265 
Winfree v. Bagley ............ LOB ING Ca, DUD: asa ke Nr Ae eres 6 a a ee: 213 
Wingate, Lane v. .........008. IN secede Or eller, yraraveud aces GW Ain. ea OR se RG 194 
Wingo v. Hooper ............ OS. NaC, AS. nei ie res Sunde bet cous 534 
Womble v. Grocery Co........ TOO Ne Ais COR 4d hare baleen e eae aes 134 
WO0dfD): Se Vie ios 68a ee otters OU INGOs 20 saw. cine a 4k aw de rnaeae eos 617 
Woody, Nimocks v.'........... OE INO. . Westen rea ewes enne oo Serre 332 
Wrenn, Whitson v. ........... PE Oe IN Oe” BBO. & Gags Ae ule oe wedtess: Wakeuens 439 
Wright v. Cotten ............ MU NOs. hs pa haee are saa sure encanto 400 
Wriekt, Harris: Vic asses beawcees OLIN Kool Ce te adel tt eE wwe Gn SA weotinlen 64 
Wient Vi. dticits, 2. 68eii learnt UB IN ee 6 A hcg car aa ahaa a cen 4 gard oan 437 © 
Wynne; Si Ve ans twas eee eee PEO? IN ig OOD. wea ead aa eaten Sees tres . 686, 688 
a , YY 
Yarborough v. Hughes......... Lo NO 1094 eek eG ay eke eee Sache 42 
Young v. Jackson ............ D2 Ne Orn VAR. Siacae pe eae a aiid. 8 wae aiats 577. 
Young v. Jeffries ............ ZOINS SOU. trend a en walt bi Be eect e arb 303 
Young v. Tel. Cor ..ccc cence Of ING. COs OBA Les eleauie ea acre wenn 151, 393 
bs thane Pybed CS. OF NG C5 182: wn koteba iarkas beta Oe 


CASES 


_ ARGUED AND DETERMINED IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT RALEIGH 


FALL TERM, 1906 


IN RE APPLICANTS FOR LICENSE. 
(Filed 27 November, 1906.) 


1. Under Revisal, ch. 5, an applicant for license to practise law who complies 
with the formal prerequisites prescribed by sec. 208 is entitled to be 
examined, and if, on his examination he satisfies the Court of his com- 
petent knowledge of the law, he is entitled to receive his license, and an 
investigation into his general moral character is no longer. required ‘or 
permitted. 


2. Revisal, ch. 5, establishing the qualifications for applicants to practise law, 
is not unconstitutional as an unwarranted exercise of judicial power pro- 
hibited by sec, 8 of the Declaration of Rights, nor as an unlawful attempt . 
to. deprive the Court of its inherent power to direct and control] the con- 
duct of attorneys who are its officers. 


3. The Legislature has the right to establish the ‘qualifications to be required 
of one to become a practising member of the bar by virtue of the police 
power which is vested in that body. 


BROWN and WALKER; JJ., dissenting. 


Hoke, J. At the beginning of the present term, when the Court was 
about to enter on the examination of applicants for license to practise 
law, we found on file, signed by members of our profession, of high 
standing and deserved repute, protests against the admission of three of 
the applicants on the alleged ground that they did not have good moral 
characters. 

As the applicants were here, ready, we determined to proceed 
with the examination; and the question being of the first im- (2) 
portance, we took the same under advisement; and two of these 
applicants having passed excellent examinations, the question of the. 


protest is fairly presented.. 
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After giving the matter our best consideration, the Court is of opinion 
that under the law, as it now stands, Revisal 1905, ch. 5, an applicant 
for license who, on his examination, shall satisly the Court of his compe- 
tent knowledge of the law, is entitled to receive his license, and that an 
investigation into his pence al moral character is no jonser required or 
permitted. Prior to the enactment of this Revisal the ‘lag was other- 
wise. 3 
Under the Code of 1883, the Revised Code, and the Revised Statutes, 
it was provided: 

“That applicants for license shall undergo an examination before 
two or more Justices of the Supreme Court, and on receiving certificates 
~ from such Justices of their competent knowledge of the law and ae 
character, shall be admitted to practise in the courts.” 

By clear inference from the language of this statute, power is given 
the Court or Judges who acted in the matter, and perhaps the duty 
imposed, of satisfying themselves that the applicant's character was 
good. Under a rule or custom, the certificates of two practising attor- 
neys of good standing as to the character of the applicants were accepted 
as evidence sufficient; but this was only prima facie, and on protest filed, 
as in this case, and under the former law, we think the Court would 
clearly have had the power to examine into the question. But under 
the Revisal, the sections controlling the question are as follows: 

Section 208: “Before being allowed to stand an examination each 
applicant must comply with the following conditions: | 

“1, He must be twenty-one years of age, or will arrive at tint 
(3) age before the time for the next examination. 

| “2. He must‘file with the Clerk of the Court a certificate of 
good moral character signed by two attorneys who practise in that 
Court. An applicant from another State may have such certificate 
signed by any State officer of the State from which he comes. 

“3, He must deposit with the Clerk twenty-one dollars ane fifty 
cents.” 

And sec. 207: “No person shall practise law without first sain 
license so to-do from the Supreme Court. Applicants for license shall 
be examined only on the first Monday of each term of the Supreme 
Court. All examinations shall be in writing, and based upon such 
course of study and conducted under such rules as the Court may pre- 
scribe. All applicants who shall satisfy the Court of their competent 
knowledge of the law shall receive license to practise in all the courts 
of this State.” 

This statute presents no question, sometimes mooted by the courts, 
as to whether the certificates of the attorneys to the character of the - 
applicants is prima facie or conclusive. This certificate, to be signed 
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by two practising neha of the Court, is eulg a formal matter, fixing 
the status of an applicant. When this is done, and the other prelim- 
inaries complied with, sec. 207 requires that the applicant shall be ex- 
amined, and if he satisfies the Court of his competent papwentee of the 
law he shall be licensed. 

The change from the former law is too pronounced to pass unnoticed, 
and the meaning too plain for construction. 

Says Black, in Interpretation of Laws, sec: 26: “The meaning of a 
statute must first be sought in the language of the statute itself.” 

And further: “If the language is plain and free from ambiguity and 
expresses a simple, definite, and sensible meaning, that meaning 1s con- 
clusively presumed to be the meaning which the Legislature in- 
tended to convey.” (4) 

And in Lewis’s Southerland Statutory Construction (2 Ed. ), 
sec. 267, it is said: ‘When the intention of the Legislature is so ap- 
parent from the face of the statute that there oan be no question as to 
its meaning, there is no room for construction.” 

It was not seriously contended in the able argurnent made by the © 
protestants, in compliance with the request of the Court, that this change 
has not ‘been wrought by the Revisal of 1905; but the validity of the 
statute 1s assailed on the ground that the aaa is uneonstitntional, be- 
cause— | 

1. It violates sec. 8 in our Declaration of Riche: to the effect that 
“the legislative, executive, and supreme judicial powers of the govern- 
ment should be kept separate and distinct.” 

2. Sec. 12 of Art. IV, which ordains that “the General Assembly 
shall have no power to deprive the judicial department of any power or 
jurisdiction which rightfully pertains to it,” etc. The argument being 
(a) that the admission of attorneys to practise is a judicial act, and 
the statute, requiring, as it does, that an applicant be admitted when 
found to have competent knowledge of the law, is an unwarranted exer-_ 
cise of judicial power prohibited by sec. 8 of the Declaration of Rights; 
(0) that attorneys, when admitted, are officers of the Court, whose ap- 
-pointment and conduct are under the control of the Court as one of its | 
inherent powers, and the act is an unlawful attempt. to aepTIve the. 
judicial department of a power which of nght belongs to it. 

We do not ‘think, however, that either of these positions can be sus~ 
tained. . 
True, it is generally held, eerie so far.as we have examined, 
that the admission of an applicant to the practice of the law is a judi-. | 
cial act. 
In several decisions on this question a mandamus to control (5) 
the action of an inferior court was denied by an appellant tri- | 
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bunal because the admission to the bar was an act involving judicial dis- 
cretion, and that such discretion, as a rule, could not. be. directed by 
this writ. 

We do not deduce from this principle and these decisions, as some 
authorities have done, that because admission to the bar is in some sense. 
a judicial act, “that a Legislature has no power, therefore, to provide 
that any person, possessing certain qualifications, must be admitted, as 
this would be to assume judicial power.” 

It is well established and sustained by the weight a authority that 
the Legislature has the right to establish the qualifications to be eee | 
of one to become a practising member of the bar. © 

As said in-Ex parte Garland, 71 U. S., at p. 379: “The Legislature 
may undoubtedly prescribe the qualifoations for the office of an attor- 


. am ney, to which he must conform; as it may, when it has exclusive juris- 


diction, prescribe qualifications ‘for the pursuit of any of the ordinary 
avocations of life.” 

The right to establish such qualifications rests in the sain power— 
a power by virtue of which a State is authorized to enact laws to pre- 
serve the public safety, maintain the public peace and order, and pre- 
serve and promote the public health and public morals. | 

Under our system, and.as a part of the governmental poliee: this 
power is, in the first instance, rightfully vested im the Legislature. 
S. v.. Moore, 104. N. C., 714. ; 

And, subject to eonstitational restrictions and limitations, the Legis- 
lature “has thé: right to prescribe the qualifications and establish the | 
rules and regulations under which its citizens may pursue this or that 
calling, professional or otherwise. As stated in Cye.,‘vol. 4, p. 900: 

“As attorneys are officers of the Court, their ain is the exer- 
| cise of a judicial power resting with the courts.: The Legislature, — 
(6) however, may prescribe regulations and aparneanons for the 

office, and have uniformly done so.’ 

From the existence of these two admitted and well astablishiod prin- 
ciples we draw the conclusion that when a Legislature, by positive en- 
actment, has prescribed the qualifications required to enable one to enter 
the lowe profession, and a citizen presents himself for examination and 
is shown to possess these qualifications, the courts must admit him. to the. 
practice of the law. We exercise our judicial functions in determining 
whether the applicant possesses the required qualifications; and here 
our power in the premises ends. To hold, as we are requested to do 
here, that when a Legislature has acted and established the qualifications 
which shall be required, the Court can go on and superadd others, would, 
‘in effect, destroy the right admitted to be in the Legislature and uphold 
the Court j in the exercise of legislative power. 
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If a Legislature, having prescribed certain qualifications, should un- 
dertake to direct whether an applicant. did or did not possess them, this 
might be an unconstitutional exercise of judicial power. But hot .so 

here. The Legislature has. established a general standard to which all 
_ applicants must conform, and has referred it to the Court to decide 
whether, in any partionlar case, the requirement has been met. 

The principal test, then, by which the two powers are distinguished is 
complied with. The Legislature, in the valid exercise of the police 
power, lays down a general rule.- The judiciary applies the principle 
to the particular case. | 

Nor do we think that the statute in question withdraws from the. 


- gourts any power which rightfully belongs to them.. So far as this 


Court is concerned, being now a court created by the Constitution,. it 
has the constitutional power given to it and protected by that instru- 
ment; and, as set forth in Art. IV, sec. 8: “The Supreme Court shall 
have jurisdiction to review, upon Goveal: any decision of the courts be- 
low, upon any matter of law or legal inference. And the juris- 
diction of said Court over ‘issues of fact? and ‘questions of fact? (7) 
shall be the same exercised by it before the adoption of the Con- 
stitution of one thousand eight hundred and! sixty-eight; and the Court 
shall have the power to issue any remedial writs necessary to give it a 
general supervision and control over the proceedings of the inferior 
courts.” Convention 1875. : 
~The power here referred’ to is generally understood to mean the 
power to hear and determine controversies between adverse litigants. 
Or, as said in People v. Chase, 165 Il. p. 527: “Judicial power is that 
power which adjudicates and protects the rights and interests of indi- 
vidual citizens, and to that end construes and applies the laws.” Cer- 
tainly, the legislation in question interferes in no way with the powers 
granted to this Court by the Constitution which created it. 

It is urged, however, that the statute impairs or destroys the inherent 
rights of the courts to admit and control the conduct of the attorneys 
whu are its officers. 

Passing from the Supreme Court ‘and the power and jurisdiction 
given and guaranteed it by the Constitution, the power of the Legisla- 
ture over the matter in question would: seem to be plenary; not only by _ 
_ virtue of the general powers of legislation granted to it by Art. II, sec. 
1, of the Constitution, but under the very section to which the protest- . 
ants appeal. In Art. IV, sec. 12, it is said: “That the General As-. . 
sembly shall have no power to deprive the judiciary of any power 
which. actually belongs to it.” The section further prescribes that the 
General Assembly shall allot and distribute that portion of the power 
and jurisdiction which does not pertain to the Supreme Court among 
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other courts prescribed in the Constitution, or which may be established 
by law, in such manner as it may deem best, ete. 

Under this section the Legislature would seem to have the right, not 
only. to. prescribe the qualifications, but to determine the courts or 

agency which should pass upon them. 
(8) In performing the duty of examining applicants and issuing 

licenses, we are not acting as a Supreme Court; certainly not in 
the exercise of our constitutional powers. We are simply discharging a 
duty imposed upon us by the Legislature, which we would, no doubt, 
have the right to decline. We have heretofore done this work in obedi- 
ence to this reasonable requirement on the part of the Legislature; partly 
following a custom which has been sanctioned by time and approved by 
trial; partly from our desire at all times to do what we can to uphold 
the traditions and promote the interests of the profession to which we. 
belong. 

If the apace sees proper to impose the duty on another court, 

or to create one for the purpose, the admission of attorneys being a 
judicial act under sec. 8 of the article, the Supreme Court would have, _ 
no doubt, the right to supervise the procedure. But this would be in 
order only to see that the form and requirements of the laws addressed 
to this question are complied with and in accordance with the principles 
set forth in this opinion. It is urged, however, that the statute impairs 
or destroys the inherent right of the Court to direct and control the con- 
duct of attorneys who are its officers. 

There are decisions which so express themselves on this. question; and 
if by inherent they intend to say—and this is all that most of them do 
say—that in the absence of legislation on the subject, the courts have 
the power to regulate and. deal with the matters mentioned, this may be 
accepted. But if by inherent is meant that the power, to the extent 
claimed here, is one inherent because essential to the existence of the 
Court and the proper exercise of its functions, we do not think the posi- 
tion can be maintained. 

Why and how is it essential ? If any attorney who has been admitted 
as a practising member of a court is presently so conducting himself 
that the Court finds it impossible to properly administer justice in some 

case or cases being then considered, the question might be pre- 
(9) sented. But how can the right to pass on an applicant’s previous 

conduct or his character be considered as a power essential to a 
court’s existence, when he has never become an attorney or been given 
an opportunity to. have his demeanor observed or considered ?. 

While the precise question has not been presented in this State, we 
are not without authority here which will aid us to a correct conclusion - 
in onl matter. 
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‘In Ex parte Schenck, 65 N. C., p. 358, the Court, in construing our 
statutes on contempt, held, “That the Act of April 4, 1871, declaring 
that no attorney who has been .duly licensed to practise law shall be 
disbarred or deprived of his license and right to practise except upon 
conviction for a criminal offense, or after confession in open court, is — 
constitutional.” And further: “The aforesaid act does not take away 
~ any of the inherent rights which are eee essential i in the adminis- 
tration of justice.” 

And in Kane v. H aywood, 66 N. C. ., p. 1, under graver circumstances, 
the same act was upheld. 

If the power to disbar an attorney who 1s a sworn officer of alg Court 
can be taken away by the Legislature only after conviction or confes- 
sion of crime, it would surely be competent for the Legislature to pro- 
vide for the admission of one of its citizens who has established the 
requisite qualifications, and against whom there are charges which rest 
only on report. 

The views we maintain on this question are supported, we think, 
by the best considered authorities. Hx parte Thompson, 10 N. C., 355; 
In re Cooper, 22 N. Y., 67; In re Robinson, 131 Miass., 876; Bx ‘naite 
Yale, 24 Cal., 241; 8. v. Fore nan. 3 Mo., 602; Freunde on Polics Power, 
secs. 646 to 650. 

In Ha parte Thompson the power is treated as iene ve, In Ex 
parte Yale it is held, “That the manner, terms and conditions of an 
‘attorney’s admission to practise, and of his continuing in practice, as_ 
well as his powers, duties and privileges, are proper subjects of legisla- 
“ive control to the same extent, and subject to the samé limita- = 
tions as any other profession or business that is directed or regu- (10) 
lated by statute.” 

_ In In re Cooper the Legislature had directed. that applicants holding | 
diplomas from Columbia College should be admitted, and the act was 
upheld and the admission required. 

In Ex parte Robinson a woman had offered for sataiasion to the bar 
in Massachusetts, and was rejected because the statute had not so pro- 
vided. The question is treated throughout as a matter exclusively under 
legislative control, and Mr. Chief Justice Gray closes the opinion in 
this way: “It is hardly necessary to add that our duty is limited to 
‘declare the law as it is; and whether any change in that law would be 
wise or expedient is a question for the Legislature, and not for the - 
judicial department of the government.” Many other authorities 


~ eould be cited to the same effect. 


The position here taken is not only sustained by the weight of 
authority, but will be found historically correct. . 
In an interesting and learned argument delivered before the Court 
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of Appeals of New York by Dr. Dwight in the Matter of the Graduate 
of Columbia College, supra, and from the opinion of the Court in that 
case, it will be found that barristers and counsellors at law in England 
were never appointed by the Court at Westminster, but were called to 


the bar by the Inns of Court, which were voluntary, unincorporated 


associations, And while the a udges seem to have had some kind of 
visitorial power in regard to these institutions, they declined, in their 
official capacity as Judges to exercise any control over the action of the 
benchers in the selection or admission of these officers. While attorneys, 
in fact, at an early period were authorized, by different methods, to 
appear for individual litigants, the power of the Court to appoint 
attorneys as a class of public officers was conferred originally, and has 
. from time.to time been regulated and controlled in England by statute. 
| True, this historic account of English methods can not be al- 
(1) ised full significance here, because in that country -the power 
‘of Parliament is without constitutional restraint or, rather, it is 

a part of the Constitution of England that their Parliament has su- 
preme and transcendent power, and can, when it.sees proper, exercise — 
judicial as well as legislative power ; but this statement of Dr. Dwight f 
shows that in New, York, also, the power to establish qualifications and. 
regulate the admission of a has always been a matter of legisla- 
tive control. 

In. North Carolina, too, the matter os always so been dealt with: 
and here, certainly, this fact should be given great weight. 

In 1754, by statute, the N orth Carolina Legislature conferred the 
. power of caeaiting attorneys on the Judges of the Superior Court. In" 
1818 this was changed, and the power was given to two or more Judges 
of the Supreme Court, and so remained until 1869, when the eutala: | 
ture passed an act that any citizen be allowed to practise law who 
proved a good moral charatter and paid a license tax of $20; and that 
it was the duty of the Judges of.the Superior Court to admit to 
the practice of law in the courts of me State any applicant who com- 
plied with these provisions. 

During the existence of this statute it was s the custom for an onl 
-eant to prove his character and pay the tax to the Clerk of the Superior 
Court; and the Judges of the Superior Court admitted such applicant 
_ On the certificate of the Clerk’ that the previsions of the act had been 
complied with. While this statute was in force,. the Judges of the 
Supreme Court declined to examine applicants, and many of our capable 
and prominent attorneys were admitted to the profession in this man- 
ner, this being the only way that was then open to them. , 

The act was repealed in 1871, and the former law was restored, and 
continued j in force until the Revisal of 1905, being the act we are now 


38 


N.C] | FALL TERM, 1906. 
In re APPLICANTS FOR LICENSE. 


considering. And what valid objection can be made to this legis- 
lation? And here the writer speaks only for himself. (12) 

_ It is said by an American author of blessed memory that it 
does not matter so much where a man 1s as the direction 1 in which he is 
moving. 

‘Why should a- citizen, even if he has committed some offense in. the 
past, be deprived of the privileges of turning his face the other way and 
making an honorable effort to gain his living by the practice of the law? 
Or why should one who seeks to enter this honorable profession be 
turned from his purpose and this privilege denied him by reason of | 
charges which rest only in rumor, and without having the opportunity 
to face his accusers and submit the question to trial by. a jury of his. 
countrymen ?—that goodly way which has long been the approved and 
accepted method of deciding disputed questions of fact among freemen, 
and will continue to be while the rights and liberties of men are worth 
preserving. 

Nor do I ‘apprehend the calamities suggested i in some of the opin- 
ions which hold, or.seem to hold, the contrary view. 

- The history of our great profession is writ large in the ne and up- | 
building of the republic. In every trial and stress of arduous cireum-— 
_ stances they have been foremost in maintaining human rights and up- 
_ holding the cause of human freedom; and nowhere has it shone with — 
‘ more luster than in the story of this Commonwealth; and I am glad to 
have the opportunity to say that, in my judgment, it. has never been 
composed of more worthy members than it 1s today. Earnest-minded, | 
upright, patriotic, and capable, they need no such prop as this to hold 
them to their highest standards and best traditions—the exercise, for 
their protection, by the Court, of a power which its most ardent advo- 
cates must admit to be doubtful, and which we hold to be forbidden and 
unlawful. 

To urge that the public may also need aeeetion is to surrender the 
position, for here we enter on the domain of the Ponce power, which is 
undoubtedly with the Legislature. 

There are decisions which seem to conflict, and some which do (13) 
conflict, with our present decision. In some of them, however, 
the question was not presented; and all of them, as said by Mr. Freunde. 
--in his work on the Police Power, can be upheld, where they can be up- 
held at all, on grounds other than the doctrine for which they are now 
elted.. Thus, in Hx parte Secombe, 60 U. S., at p. 9, the Court denied 
an. application for a mandamus to a lower court, holding that the admis- - 
sion of one to practise law in such court was a question which. rested 1 im 
‘the legal discretion of the Court. ? 

The act of the Legislature i in this case was held not to have respected 
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in any way the er power of the courts on the subject, ae the 
- question we are here discussing was in no way presented. ~ 

In In re Attorney-General, 21 N. J. Law, at p. 345, the Court, while 
declaring that the right to pass on the admission of an ga eaar was 
one of the inherent powers of the Court, were then considering a rule | 
of their own very similar in language to our former law, and there ~ 
being no statute on the subject, the question we are now ’ discussing did 
not arise. 

In Splanes’ case, 123 Pa., at p. 528, the Court held that the admis- 
sion to practise law being a audicial act, a mandamus to a lower court 
would not be allowed. The Judge who delivered the opinion, after rest- 
ing the decisien on this unquestioned principle, goes on to declare that 
the statute on the subject was an encroachment on the judicial power, — 
paying a fine and deserved tribute to the character of the bar, in which 
we most heartily concur. And'in Goodell’s case, 39 Wis., 232, the head- 
note states the principle contended for by protestants with a quere, and 
the body of the opinion requires that it should be so stated. _ 
~ The only decision which squarely declares that a-statute on this sub- 
ject is unconstitutional, describing it as an unlawful attempt to deprive 

the Court of one of its essential and inherent powers, is the case 
(14) of In re Day, 181 IL, 72. This opinion (and it is an able one) 
~ ean well be upheld on other grounds, and its foree is much weak- 
ened by the dissent of two of the Judges, who show that in.T]linois also, 
as a matter of history, this question has always been one of legislative , 
regulation and control, The dissenting Judge makes another pertinent 
suggestion, that if this is one of the inherent and essential powers of the 
courts, it is just as inherent in one court as another; and so it might 
come about that the Judges of the Supreme Court and each of the 
Judges of the Superior Courts might require a widely different set of 
qualifications, which would establish different rules in every section of 
the State. a | 

As my Lord Coke would say: “The argument ab inconvenients avail- 
eth much, reader.” 

As said in this:able opinion of the. ae Supreme Court: “The 
right to practise law 1s a privilege, and any law conferring this priv- 
ilege should be general in its operations.” There should be no differ- 
ences in sections and no unreasonable discrimination in classes or indi- _ 
viduals, and the qualifications should be established and proclaimed, so 
- that every citizen may know what is required of him; and this can only 
- be successfully and properly accomplished by means of a public statute. 

In what has been said the Court doés not express any opimion upon 
the facts offered in support or denial of this protest, nor must it be for 
one moment inferred that we speak in disapproval of the action of the 
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protestants. Under the former law their protest would have been. timely. 
Like the Court, they were, perhaps, inadvertent to the pronounced 
change so recently made, and in any event they did right to take action 
in the premises; for if the law has been changed it should be declared. 
We know, too, that they acted from entirely disinterested motives and 
were prompted solely by a desire to do what was best for the good of 
~ the Commonwealth and of their profession. 

We hold, however, as heretofore stated, that as the law now (15) | 
stands one who complies with the formal prerequisites is entitled 
to become an applicant and to be examined and if, on his examination, | 
he shows himself to have competent knowledge of the law, it is the duty 
of the Court to license him; and an investigation into the general moral 
character of the applicant 1 is no longer required. 7 

It is ordered, therefore, that the applicants be licensed. 


_ Crank, C. J., concurring: What the requirements shall be, and in- 
deed whether there shall be any, before entering upon the practice of 
law, medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, piloting, engineering, or any other 
profession, calling or vocation, rests within the police power of the 
General Assembly. S..v. Call 121 N. C., 646; S..v. Biggs, 1383 N. C., 
729 Cooley Const. Lim. (6 Ed.), 745; Tiedeman Police Power, see. 87. 

The usual requirements as to the practice of law are twenty-one years 
of age, good moral character, an examination and certificate of profici- 
ency by some committee or court designated by the Legislature, and the 
payment of a license tax. The Legislature at its will can add to or 
repeal any or all of these requirements. The judicial power of the courts 
in “admission to the bar” consists solely in determining whether these 
requirements have been complied with, and in administering the oath 
if required by the statute. “The Legislature may undoubtedly prescribe 
qualifications for the office (of attorney) * * * ag it may pre 
scribe qualifications for the pursuit of any of the ordinary avocations of 
life.” Ha parte Garland, 71 U. 8., 3833. And then adds that its ruling 
in that case does not call in question such legislative power, but merely 
asserts that its exercise cannot be used as a mode of punishment without 
trial. | 

-Though the admission of attorneys “has usually been entrusted to the 
courts, it has been, nevertheless, both here and in England, uni- 
formly treated, not as a necessary or inherent part of their (16) 
judicial power, but as wholly subject to legislatwe action. I m re 
Cooper, 22 N. Y., 67; 4 Cye., 900. 

In England there ina not been any one of these requirements from 
the earliest time down to the present; but any one has been entitled to 
practise as a barrister, 2. e., as counsel and mecvocat upon being “called 
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to the bar” by one of the Inns of on the reiiarle for ree call till . 
comparatively recently has been merely proof that the applicant has 
eaten a specified number of dinners at one of the fours Inns of Court, 
that is, that for a prescribed time he had had opportunity to acquire a 
knowledge of law. Now, however, a strict examination by the Inns of 
_ Court is required before an applicant j is called to the bar by it. 6 and — 
7 Vict., c. 73 (1848). Attorneys in England are a distinct body. They 
cannot ’ address the Court or jury, but attend to the “business end” of 
the legal profession, getting up the brief of the evidence, arranging the 
fee and selecting the barrister who deals with the attorney, and never 
directly with the client. Attorneys were originally appointed and’ re- 
stricted in number. Afterwards by act of Parliament an examination 
— by some one appointed by the Court, and proof of good character was 
and is still required for these “business agents’’—but not. of barristers. 
In re Cooper, 22 N. Ys 87; 4 Oye., 901; Recker’s Petition, 66 N. H., 
207. 


.In this State, up to Laws 1754, ch. 1, lawyers were admitted to prac- 


tise, it seems, upon appointment i the Governor; and this is still the 
case in New J ersey. By that act an examination as to legal knowledge , 
by the Supreme Court was substituted. In 1777, second session, ch. 2, 
sec. 6 (24 State Records, 50), an examination by two Superior Court 
Judges was required. ne 1818 a finding of good moral character and 
- proficiency in legal knowledge by the Supreme Court was required be- 
fore admission to the bar. In 1869 this was repealed, and proof 
(17)  of.good moral character before a Judge of the Superior Court 
ard the payment of $20 was made sufficient. This act remained 
in force until 1871, when the Act of 1818 was reénacted. During those 
two years many applied to the Supreme Court for examination, as 
- formerly, but were refused on the ground of want of power. Under the_ 
Revisal of 1905 the requirement of a finding of good moral character by 
the Court was stricken out, and for it there was substituted, as sufficient, 
' merely a provision that before the Court should examine an applicant 
for'license he must produce a certificate of good moral character. signed 
by two members of the bar of this Court. | 
If this change was an inadvertence the General Assembly can. correct. 
it. But this Court cannot add to the requirements of the law-making: 
body as to lawyers any more than it can to the requirement, for entering _ 
upon the practice of medicine or dentistry. It is true lawyers are 
officers of the Court; but so are sheriffs, clerks and the like, over whose 
selection the Court ae no control. . They are once of the Court, but 
not public officers. 
Ever since 1754 an oath has also been required by statute, this admin- 


*This has since been done by the Act of 1907, Pell’s Rev., 207. 
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istering of which is the act of “admission to the bar,” before which by 
production of the certificate of this Court the other requirements are 
conclusively shown to have been complied with. Of course, if the oath 
ig required by statute, that, like any other requirement, can be repealed. 
It is not required as to. other professions. 

In two States the Judges, presumably elderly men aa very conserva- 
| ve having never seen a female lawyer nor read that they were allowed 
under the Saxon Heptarchy, and doubtless thinking it improper, at- 
tempted to add to the legislative requirements, either by construction or 
a supposed inherent power, a requirement that, the applicant must be of | 
the male sex; but the Legislatures of those States promptly en- 
acted otherwise, and female lawyers are numerous now in those (18) — 
States, while here the first lady who applied was promptly ad- 
mitted (in 1878), and for nearly thirty years since none other has 
sought entrance. 

We do not examine applicants for license by virtue of our sudicial 
functions. The Constitution, Art. IV, sec. 8, authorizes this Court only 
“to review upon appeal any decision: of the Court below upon any mat- 
ter of law or legal inference” and “to issue any remedial writs necessary 
to give it a general supervision and control over the proceedings of the | 
inferior courts,” and sec. 9 gives this Court original jurisdiction of 
 elaims against the State; our decisions in such cases, however, to be 

“merely recommendatory.” 

Our examination of applicants for law. tienes is ae firavutore not 
by virtue of our judicial duties, but since 1868 only out of courtesy and 
respect to the Legislature. That body up to the Constitution of 1868 — 
created all the courts and defined the jurisdiction and duties of each, 
and could therefore make the examination of applicants a part of the © 
° judicial duty of any court. It is otherwise since this Court and its 
duties have been created and defined by the Constitution. 

In only eight other States are applicants for license examined by the 
highest court in the State, to wit: in Virginia, South Carolina, Alabama, 
Vermont, Idaho, Oregon, Montana, and South Dakota. In two States — 
Arkansas and Mississippi the examination is made by the District | 
Judge; and in four others, Florida, Kentucky, Missouri, and Nevada, 
the examination 1s by the District or Circuit Judge, aided by a commit- 
tee of lawyers. In Indiana, the Constitution forbids any examination 
as to legal attainments, and by act of the Legislature the admission to 
_the bar is by a District Court upon proof of good moral character, and 
in New Jersey the Court admits upon license signed by the Governor. 
In the other twenty-nine States and in the Territories the examination 
is conducted by boards of practising lawyers whose appointment by 


43 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143 





In re APPLICANTS FOR LICENSE. 





legislative enactment is provided for in various ways, but is 
(19) usually vested in the Governor or the court of last resort. 

In nearly all the States, as in this, the Legislature has commit- 
ted the course of study and! length of study to be prescribed by the 
courts. In one State the length of time is four years; im several it 1s 
three years. In this State it was two years from 1819 to 1869—one year 
to procure County Court license and another year to obtain license to 
practise in the Superior and Supreme Courts. From 1871 to 1901 it 
was only one year. In the latter year it was again raised to two years — 
_and the course of study was enlarged. 

The General Assembly having, whether ‘veeditoaalls or not, with- 
drawn from this Court the duty to pass upon the moral character of 
applicants, having substituted therefor a certificate of character by two 
members of thé bar, we are precluded from going into the charges 
against these two so plicanis. We are only empowered to certify that 
having filed the certificate of character required by the statute and cerfi- 
fied that they are of legal age, they have thereupon been examined by 
us and on such examination have been found to possess a competent 
knowledge to practise law. 


‘Brown, 5, dissenting: My convictions compel me to dissent from 
the judgment of a majority of my brethren, and, as I regard it a matter 
of vital importance to the profession of the law, I will give my reasons 
as briefly as I can. 

These two applicants have sich filed a certificate iat ies is a person | 
of good moral character, signed by two attorneys of repute. Notwith- 
3 standing this other reputable and high-standing members of our profes- 
sion protest against licensing these applicants upon the ground that 
they are men of bad: character and unworthy to fill the responsible posi- 
tion of attorney at law, and they offer us evidence which, they claim, 
tends to prove that one of the applicants has been conducting the general 

business of a usurer and extortioner, and who has preyed upon 
(20) and swindled the poor and ignorant negroes of his community. 

Against the other it is charged that he was implicated in burning 
his own store for the insurance money; and it is claimed as to both 
applicants that they do not jiossess good moral characters. As to 
whether the charges have been sustained I am unable, and it 1s unneces- 
sary, to say. They have offered absolute denial and strong proof to con- . 
tradict the charges. The judgment of the Court precludes an examina- 
tion of the evidence, upon the ground that the General Assembly -of 
1905 in adopting the Revisal has taken from this Court the right to 
determine whether an applicant is a person of good moral character and 
committed the conclusive and final determination of that highly im- 
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portant matter to any two attorneys authorized to practise in this 
Court who may be selected by the applicant and who may be com- 
plaisant enough to give the necessary certificate. I am of opinion, first, 
that the construction placed. upon the act is erroneous; second, that when 
the power to grant licenses is possessed by this Court, from whatever 
source derived, the exercise of it. by the Court is a ‘udicial act, and 
cannot be controlled in any material feature by the Legislature. 

Prior to the Act of 1905 it is admitted that this Court not only passed 
upon the applicant’s legal qualifications, but also upon his upright 
character. For its own information and guidance, the Oourt formu- 
lated rules which the applicant must comply with preliminary to his 
examination. Among others was the one requiring a certificate of good 
moral character. For some reason or other the wisdom of which is not 
apparent to me, the commissioners in compiling the Revisal of 1905 
saw fit to embody these rules of Court in the Revisal, and, consequently, 
when that compilation was adopted en bloc by the General Assembly, 
these rules of Court became a part of the statute law of the State. 

It seems to me to be incontrovertible that the possession of a good 
moral character ought to be and is a necessary legal requirement 
to admission to the bar, and I cannot for a moment suppose that (21) 
the eminent and reputable lawyers who compiled the Revisal, or. 
the Legislature which adopted their work, intended to take from this 
Court the right, which it has always exercised, to ‘pass on that question. 
I say, with entire deference, that such a construction is too narrow and 
is sticking too much in the bark. “Qui haeret in litera haeret wn cor- 
tice.’ Broom Max., 685. 

The public policy of our State has always been to admit no person 
to the practice of the law unless he possessed an upright moral charac- 
- ter. The possession of this by the attorney is more important, if any- 
thing, to the public and to the proper administration of justice than 
legal learning. Legal learning may be acquired in after years, but if 
the applicant passes the threshold of the bar with a bad moral charac- 
ter the chances are that his character will remain bad, and that he will 
become a disgrace instead of an ornament to his great calling—a curse 
instead of a benefit to his community-—a Quirk, a Gammon, or a Snap, 
instead of a Davis, a Smith, or’a Ruffin. 

Is it possible that the insertion of this precautionary file of Court 
into our statute law has pronen? about the very thing the rule was in- 
tended to guard against, viz.: the possible, nay, probable admission of 
immoral persons to the bar Ts it possible that it compels this Court to 
grant licenses to persons of bad character, notwithstanding the apparent 
purpose of the statute is to prevent that very thing? I do do not think 
there can be a reasonable doubt that the purpose of the statute, and the 
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‘motive that inspired its passage, is to keep the legal profession free of 
bad men. The profession of the law is one of the most important of 
all professions. The relation between attorney and client is very confi- 
dential, and often involves matters of the greatest delicacy, and it is of 
the highest possible importance to the welfare of the people of 
(22) the State that those who are entrusted with their most important. 
and private matters should be men of upright character. . 
Language is rarely so free from ambiguity as to be incapable of 
being used in more than one sense; and a literal interpretation of a _ 
statute may lead to an absurdity and fail to carry out the real purpose 
of the Legislature. When this is the case, courts should have recourse to 
Lord Wensleydale’s Golden Rule, 2 App. Cas., 764, and let the spirit 
and purpose of the law control its letter, and so construe it as to 
advance the remedy and suppress the mischief aimed at by: the framers. 
“The intention of the Legislature and the object aimed at, being the 
‘fundamental inquiry in judicial construction, are to control the literal _ 
interpretation of particular: language ma statute, and language capable 
of more than one meaning is to be taken in. that sense which will 
harmonize with such intention and object and effect the purpose of the 
enactment.” 26 Am. and Eng. Encye. Law, 602, and cases cited. As 
illustrative of this idea, common sense accepts the wale cited by Plow- 
den, that the Statute of 1 Edward II, which enacts that a prisoner who 
breaks prison shall be guilty of a felony: does not extend to a prisoner 
who breaks out when the prison is on fire, “for he is not to be hanged _ 
because le would not stay to be burnt.” So I hold in this case that an 
act of the Legislature, the undoubted purpose of which is to keep bad — 
men out of an important profession, should not be so interpreted as to 
easily let bad men in. The words should be interpreted with reference 
to the cbject to be accomplished, for the legislative intention is easily — 
deducible from the subject-matter of the statute, and its unmistakable 
_ purpose should be given full effect by this Court: Rex v. Hall, 8 E. C. 
L., 59; U. S. v. Caldwell, 19 Wall., 264; Opinion of Justices, 7 Mass., 
523. The purpose of the act being to exclude men of bad character from 


the profession, it follows logically that the certificates of good.character 


| are merely a preliminary requisite before the applicant can be 
(23) examined as to his legal acquirements. They make out a prima 
| facie case, and, if uncontradicted, entitle the applicant to his 
~ license if he passes the legal examination. The statute only prescribes 
what legal effect shall be given to a particular species of evidence if it 
stands alone and uncontradicted. S. v. Barrett, 188 N. C., 634. . To 
hold that, when contradicted and evidence contra is offered, the certifi- 
‘cates are conclusive and this Court cannot examine into the truth of the 
facts stated in them, is to frustrate and destroy the very noble purpose 
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the Legislature plainly had in view. It is holding substantially that 
tle law does not require good moral character, but only certificates 
thereof. There is a somewhat similar requirement in New Jersey, yet 
* the Justices of the Supreme Court of that State hold that they are not 
limited in their inquiry as to the moral character of an applicant for 
an‘ attorney’s license to the certificate, but will, and are bound, in eases 
attended with suspicious circumstances, to look behind it. I commend 
the exalted tone of their opinion, fom which I extract the following: 
“The power of the Court to reject the applicant on the ground of moral 
delinquency is clear and unquestionable. The power, it is admitted, 
is one of great delicacy, and should be exercised with extreme caution 
and with a scrupulous regard for the character and rights of the appli- 
cant. . But on the other hand, the standing of the profession must not 
be disregarded, nor must the Court shrink from the performance of a 
clear duty, however embarrassing.” Attorney’s Incense Case, 21 N. J. 
Law, 845. This continues to be the view of that Court, for I find a 
case as late.as 1901 wherein the reasons are given at length for refusing 
license on the ground of ee conduct by the ape In re 
Harris, 49 At., 728. 

In Feeeont the second eononnen laid down by me, it 1s not neces- 
sary that I should deny to the General Assembly the power to regulate 
admissions to the bar. I can admit, for argument’s sake, that the Gen- 
eral Assembly may commit the right to grant licenses to the Bar > 
Association of the State or to some other agency, if it sees fit to. (24) 
do so. That is all that is decided in the case of In re Cooper, 22 
N. Y., 67, so much relied on in the opinion of the Court. But the 
proposition contended for by me is expressly held to be law in that very | 
case, viz., that where power is conferred upon a court of justice, to be 
exercised by it as a court, the action of the Court is regarded as judicial, 
irrespective of the source from whence the power is derived. Nor have 
the usages and customs of our mother country any bearing upon this 
question, a8 seems to be indicated in the opinion. The Inns of Court 
educated the lawyers in the legal profession and called them to the bar. 
In case of supposed injustice the candidate for admission could appeal 
to the twelve Judges in their visitorial capacity. They practically rep- 
resented the judicial authority, although in theory they constituted only 
a domestic forum of final authority to do what they regarded as proper 
under the circumstances. The English system is founded upon imme- 
morial usage, and the fundamental idea underlying it is that the Court 


could best ascertain the qualifications of one desiring to practise before 


it from the judgment of those under whom he had prepared himself for 
work. - We have no such cyan anywhere in this country, nor anything - 
analogous to it. 
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In this country where the power is conferred upon the courts, or ex- 
ercised by them upon the principles of the common law, without special 
statutory,authority, it is universally held that the Court acts in its 
judicial capacity in granting admission to the bar. This is the opinion ° 
held by Chief Justice Taney mm Ex parte Secombe, 60 U.S., 13. Many 
courts hold that the power to admit, like the power to remove, an 
inherent power in the Court, the exercise of which may be, as it often 3 1s, 
regulated by statute, but the statute does not create it; that its exercise 
is necessary and incidental to the Court for its own protection. 8. v. 
Winton, 11 Oregon, 456; He parte Smith, 28 Ind., 47. 

In re Day, 181 TIL, 90, holds that the admission of attorneys 
(25) is not the exercise of a ministerial power, but is the exercise of 
judicial power, and the following language of Selden, J., in In re 
Cooper, supra, is quoted with approval: “Attorneys and counsellors 
are not only officers of the Court, but officers whose duties relate almost 
exclusively to proceedings of a jadicial nature, and hence their appoint- 
ment may with propriety be entrusted to the courts, and the latter in 
performing this duty may very justly be considered as engaged in the 
exercise of their proper judicial functions.” In 3 A. and E., 287 (2 
Ed.), it is said: “But the admission of an applicant to practise is a 
judicial act, and the attorney when admitted is an officer and member 
of the Court.. The Legislature has no power, therefore, to provide that 
any person possessing cértain qualifications must be admitted. It can- 
not assume judicial powers; and in every case courts are vested with 
discretion as to whether any applicant is entitled to admission.” In 
support of this the writer cites many cases. The Wisconsin Supreme 
Court says: “The Legislature has indeed from time to time assumed 
power to prescribe rules for the admission of persons to practise. When 
these have seemed reasonable and just it has generally, we think, been 
the pleasure of the courts to act upon such statutes, in deference to the 
wishes of a codrdinate branch of the government, without considering 
the question of power.” Jn re Goodell, 39 Wis., 240. In this case 
the Court intimates plainly that if the regulation is unreasonable it will 
be disregarded. 

The Supreme Court of Indiana holds that admission to the bas is a 
purely judicial function and that the power is inherent in the courts. 
In re Leach, 184 Ind., 671. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court holds 
the same, and eae aes of an act of the Legislature upon the subject. 
of admission to the bar says: “Moreover, it is as unwise as it is illegal. 
It is an imperative command to admit any person to practise law upon — 

complying with certain specified conditions. Yet between the 
.(26) time when the applicant has obtained his certificate of good — 
character from the Judge of the district, ete., and the presenta- 
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‘tion of the same to the Court which he: seeks to enter, he may have 
committed some act which would render him an unfit person to practise 
or even to associate with gentlemen. No such iron-clad rule would 
ever be adopted by the judiciary, to which the subject properly belongs. 

No Judge is bound to admit, or can be compelled to admit, a person 


-. to practise law who is not qualified or whose moral character j is bad. 


‘The profession of the law is one of the highest and noblest in the world. 
_ The relation between attorney and client is very close and involves mat- 

ters of great delicacy. The attorney is an officer of the Court, and is 
brought into close and intimate relations with the Court. “Whether he » 
shall be admitted, or whether he shall be disbarred, is a judicial and not 
a legislative question.” In re Splane, 123 Pa. St., 540. 

I will not diseuss the exclusive power of the Goat Assembly over 
the matter.. Our statute plainly undertakes to- vest in the Supreme - 
Court as a court the power to grant licenses, in. these words: “No per- 
son shall practise law without first obtaining license so to do from the 
Supreme Court.” The power is not given to the Justices as individuals, 
but to the Supreme Court, which represents the judicial power of the 
State in its highest form. It is plain to my mind that the qualifications 
necessary to admission to the bar, as fixed by the act, are that the 
applicant must be twenty-one years of age, of good moral character and 
of* sufficient legal learning. The general grant of power to issue the — 
— license necessarily and by plain implication confers upon the Court in 
its judicial capacity the power to determine each of these necessary 
statutory qualifications. It is admitted that age and legal learning are | 
necessary qualifications. Why is not good moral character likewise a 
necessary qualification? If it is not a necessary qualification, why — 
require certificates to that effect? Why require them to be filed 
with the Clerk of this Court if they are not for the information (27) » 
. of the Court? Why should the Court be informed of the appli- 
cant’s moral character if the Court is not to: pass on it? If the Court 
is to pass on it, can the Legislature control the exercise of a judicial 
function by limiting the evidence to the certificates filed? The Legisla- 
ture can no more do so than jt can limit the Court in its investigation 
of the candidate’s legal Jearning. Note the disastrous effect upon the 
profession of the law if the Court is bound by the certificate: Lawyers, 
on the average, are morally no better and no worse than other people.. 
There are some black sheep in their ranks as in every calling. One 
black sheep who wishes to enter can apply to two black sheep who are 
already in to certify to his good moral character. Result: more black 
sheep to degrade our noble profession. “Why should a citizen, even 
if he has committed some offense in the past, be deprived of the privilege 
of turning his face the other way and making 8 an honorable effort to ee 
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his living by the. practice of law?” asks the Court. I am one of the. 
last of men to place an obstacle in the way of the penitent who has 
reformed. But I wish to know that he has in truth reformed, and, to be 
sure of it, I claim the right to investigate. A desire to enter the ranks 
of the law is no evidence of repentance of one’s sins. ‘I do not know a 
more profitable field for gifted rascals to exercise their talents in than - 
in the practice of it. This makes it all the more important that the 
courts should be vigilant to keep them out. “It is not enough,” says 
the Supreme Court of Connecticut, “for an attorney that he be honest. 
He must be that and more. He must be believed to be honest. It is 
absolutely essential to the usefulness of an attorney that he be entitled 
to the confidence of the community wherein he practises.” County Bar — 
v. Taylor, 60 Conn., 11. 
To prevent the admission to this honorable and important profession 
| of any one not thus entitled to public confidence, this Court, and 
(28) afterwards the Legislature, adopted these regulations. It 1s our 
duty to give them that broad and liberal construction which will 
effectuate the -wise and beneficent purpose intended. It must not be 
understood from this opinion that I hold the applicants guilty of the 
charges preferred against them. We are precluded from passing on 
their guilt by the judgment of the Court. ~ 


Waker, J., dissenting: I concur with Mr. Justice Brown in dissent- 
ing from the opinion of the Court. It seems to me clear that the Legis- 
lature did not intend to deprive this Court of the power to determine 
who is a fit and proper person to be admitted to practise in the courts 
of the State, but only to require that the applicant for license should, 
“before being allowed to stand an examination,” file with the Clerk a 
certificate of his good moral character to be signed by two attorneys who 
practise in this Court, and that this should be prima facie sufficient to 
entitle him to his license, if otherwise qualified; but it was not intended 
to make this certificate conclusive evidence. Such a construction would 
defeat the manifest intention of the Legislature, that no person should 
be admitted to the bar who was not of good repute. | ee 

Suppose that after a certificate has been given by the two attorneys, 
the applicant, should to our knowledge be convicted of a felony, or any 
infamous offense, or should commit some act of so grave a nature as to 
admittedly disqualify him for the position of an attorney at law, would 
this Court be bound to issue his license under such circumstances, and 
can it be imagined that the Legislature intended any such result? And 
yet under the decision of the Court in this matter, the filing of the cer- 
tificate and the possession of a competent knowledge of the law would 
require us to admit an applicant in just such a case. A construction 
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which could impose that duty upon us might so corrupt the admiuistra- 
tion of justice in the courts that-it should not be presumed to 
be in accordance with the true meaning of the statute. (29) 

The courts of this country have, therefore, held that statutes | 
similarly worded merely provide ‘that the applicant, as a condition 
precedent to his examination, shall furnish prima facie evidence of his 
good character, and they were not intended to restrict the power of the 
Court to finally determine whether or not he possessed the requisite 
character. The Court is therefore not limited in its inquiry as to the 
moral character of the applicant for an attorney’s license to the certifi- 
cate, but it will, and is bound by the obligation of the duty necessarily 
imposed by law, to look behind it in all proper cases. Attorney's 
Incense Application, 21 N. J. L, 845. © 

The Legislatures of the several States have from time to time as- 
sumed to prescribe rules for the admission of attorneys to practise at 
the bar, and the courts have generally acted upon them when they have 
seemed reasonable, and in deference to the wishes of a codrdinate de- 
partment of the government; but the power to decide finally who pos- : 
sesses sufficient character for admission is a judicial function from the 
nature of the question, and is so regarded by all well-considered au- 
ithorities. Hx parte Garland, 4 Wall., 333; Matter of Goodell, 39 Wis., 
240, 

In Garland’s case the Giue says: “The order of admission is the 
judgment of the Court that the parties possess the requisite qualifica- ' 
tions as attorneys and counsellors, and are entitled to appear as such 
and conduct causes therein. From its entry the parties become officers 
of the Court, and are responsible to it for professional misconduct. 
They hold their office during good behavior, and can only be deprived of 
it for misconduct ascertained and declared by the jidgment of the Court 
after opportunity to be heard has been afforded. Their admission or. 
their exclusion is not ‘the exercise of a meré ministerial power. It is the 
exercise of judicial power, and has been so held in numerous 
cases. Attorneys and counsellors are not only officers of the (30) 
Court, but officers whose duties relate almost exclusively to pro- 
ceedings of.a judicial nature. And hence their appointment may, with 
propriety, be entrusted to the courts, and the latter in performing this. 
duty may very justly be considered as engaged in the exercise of their 
appropriate judicial functions,” citing Matter of Cooper, 22 N. Y., 
81. So in the case of Hx parte Secombe, 19 How., 9, the same Court 
said: “It has been well settled by the rules and practice of common- 
‘law courts that it rests exclusively with the Court to determine who is 
qualified to become one. of its officers, as an attorney and counsellor, 
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and for what cause fic ought to be removed.” 4 Cyc., p. 900, et. seq., 
and notes. 

The. solution of this question does not depend upon. the tastdietiba | 
of this Court, as supposed in the opinion of the majority, but upon its 
judicial power, there being a clearly marked difference between the two 
in respect to this matter. Art. IV, sec. 8, of the Constitution confers 
jurisdiction upon this Court to review matters of law and legal infer- 
ence and of certain issues ‘and questions of fact, with the power to issue 
any remedial writs necessary to give it a general supervision and control’ 
over proceedings of the inferior courts. It shall have jurisdiction, that 
is, the power to hear and determine all such matters; but a moment’s 
reflection will suffice to show that this cannot be all the judicial power 
the Court has. This was merely intended to define and determine iis 
appellate jurisdiction, but not even by implication to deprive it of any 
part of the broad judicial power given by sec. 2. There are matters 
of a judicial nature which this Court may hear and determine other 
than those which are specified in sec. 8. Some of its powers are inhe-_. 
. vent, as being necessary for the preservation of its very existence, its 
dignity and the enforcement of obedience to its orders and decrees. 
There are still others which arise by implication, as being essential 

to the full and efficient exercise of the powers and jurisdiction 
(81) which have been specifically granted. The two terms are not, 
therefore, exactly coextensive, although they may generally be 
’ considered as practically synonymous. But whether they are or not the 
same in meaning, it must be remembered that sec. 8 refers only to the 
appellate jurisdiction of this Court, and does not by its inclusive words 
deprive it of the jurisdiction or indicial power which must always re- 
side in every court. 

Those powers which are implied, as being necessary to the exercise of 
those which are expressed, are as much given as if they had themselves 
been expressed.’ This is an unquestioned rule of construction, appli- 
cable alike to constitutions and statutes. 

I think, therefore, that no argument in favor of the conclusion of the 
majority can iewitimatels be drawn from the language of Art. IV, sec. 

8 of the Constitution, as limiting the power of this Court. 

Nor do I think any insuperable difficulty is presented by the sugges- 
tion that if the power of the Court to pass upon the character of the 
applicants is inherent, it inheres in all the courts. It belongs, of 
course, to any court having the power to examine and admit applicants 
to the practice of law, and this Court has been designated for that pur- 
pose for nearly a hundred years. If an application could be made to 
any court, then the particular court to whieh it is made would have the 
same pore that we nave 
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The best-statement of the principle governing a case like this one is 
perhaps to be found in Garland’s case, namely, that the Legislature may _ 
prescribe the qualifications of an applicant, but the Court before which — 
he is examined must determine whether he possesses them, that being a 
judicial and not a legislative function. The application of this simple 
rule excludes any discussion of the inherent power of the Court and 
places the decision of the question upon a sensible and practical | 
basis and one in, entire harmony with all our notions of. the (32). 
duties and functions of the different branches of our government. 

Ii is unfortunate that the explicit language of the former statute was 
changed, but I am quite sure it was the result of inadvertence and was 
not intended by the Revisers or the Legislature to change the meaning © 
of the law and.to divest this Court of a power it has exercised since me 
first year of its existence. 

Ex parte Thompson, 10 N. C., 355, which is cited in the opinion of 
the Court, would seem to be an authority against the conclusion that we 
have been divested by the Revisal of the right to inquire into the char- 


— aeter of an applicant. It is true Chief Justice Taylor said that if the 


- Act of 1777 appeared, according to the usual rules of interpretation, to 
convey a peremptory direction to the Court to examine the applicants 
then before the Court, it could only yield obedience to the mandate, 
however striking nel be the mischief and impolicy of such a course of 
legislation. He was then speaking of the qualification of citizenship in 
this State, which involved a political and not a judicial question. - It 
was for the Legislature to say who. should be citizens, or who should 
enjoy the rights of citizenship, such as the right to apply for license to 
practise law. It was a matter solely of public policy, and it was with 
reference to the question, in that phase of it, that the Chief Justice said 
what we have substantially stated: But the Court undertook to decide, 
aud did decide, that notwithstanding the Acts of 1777 and 1818 provided 
for the a ee by the Court to the bar. of a person found to have. 
competent law knowledge and an upright character, the Court could still 
reject any one who did not have the qualification of citizenship, and 
even though the act also provided that a person coming into this State 
_. from any foreign country should be admitted, if he had resided in the 
State one year and exhibited a testimonial of his unexceptionable 
moral character in the manner therein provided. | (33) 
The Court added another qualification to those required by the 
' act, it being deemed essential that it should be possessed by any one who > 
should apply for admission to practise in our courts. The language of 
the Court used in this connection is strong and most impressive: “View- 
ing the profession of the law as the source from which the superior 
judicial magistrates must be derived, and from which a large proportion | 
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_ of enlightened and efficient public officers is usually selected, every one 
must naturally feel solicitous that it should not fall into such hands as 
_would lower it in the national opinion.” And again: “No longer a 
nursery in which merit is trained under the directing hand of experienée 
and- qualified to render manly and essential service to the community, 
the legal profession, ‘in its nature the noblest and most beneficial to man- 
kind ; in its abuse and debasement the most sordid and pernicious, would. 
sink into a mere mercenary instrument, without sympathy in the public 
prosperity, and without hold on the public confidence.” 


Cited: In re Ebbs, 150 N. C., 50, 60; Pullen v. Corporation Commis- 
sion, 152 N. C., 580; Baggett v. Grady, 154 N. C., 843; School Commrs. 
wv. Aldermen, 158 N. C., 196. | 








(34) 
| THAXTON v. INSURANCE CO. 


(Filed 13 November, 1906.) 


Insurance—Evidence—Prima Facie Case—Proofs of Death—Waiver—“Death 
by Own Act’—Suicide—Burden of Proof. 


1. In an action to recover the amount of an insurance policy, where the 
plaintiff introduced the policy insuring the life of the deceased for plain- 
tiff’s benefit, proved the payment of premiums which kept the policy alive, 
till June 18, 1905, and introduced a clause of the defendant’s answer 
admitting that deceased died on April 25, 1905, this testimony maiko out 
a prima facie case for plaintiff. 

2. Where proofs of death of the insured have been forniatly made, and the 

. insurance company retains them without suggesting any defect or failure 
to comply with the requirements of the policy, and finally refuses to pay 
the claim, it thereby waives any defect in the formal proofs of death and 
acknowledges that the requisite proofs were received by it. 

3. A provision in an insurance policy that if the insured, within one year 
from the issue of the policy, die by his own act or hand, whether sane or 

insane, the company shall not be liable for any greater sum than the 
premiums, etc., is valid, and refers to suicide, and does not include a 
killing by accident. 

4. On an issue addressed to the question whether the insured committed sui- 
cide, the presumption is against an act of suicide, and the burden is on 
the party who seeks to establish it. 

5. Where the testimony disclosed that the insured was “found dead with a 
gunshot wound in his left side,” with the-additional and only explanatory 
statement, “Everything pointed to an accident in handling the gun, which 
was supposed to be empty,” the Court was correct in charging the jury 
that if the testimony. was believed, they should find that death was not 
suicidal. 


WaLxer, J., dissenting. 
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Action by Mollie F. Thaxton against the Metropolitan Life Insurance 
Company, heard by Justice, J., and a jury, at the June (Special) Term, 
1906 of Rowan. This was’ an action to recover the amount of an insur- 
ance policy. 

Issues were submitted and responded to by the jury as follows: 

1. Has plaintiff complied with all the conditions of the contract of 
Insurance set out in the complaint, which by the terms of the contract 
were to be performed by her as a condition precedent to her recovery 
on this contract? Answer: “Yes.” 

2. Did the insured, Beverly Wiley Thaxton, die by his own hand or 
 aet, with intent to commit suicide? Answer: “No.” 

8. Is the defendant indebted to the plaintiff; if .so, in what sum? 
Answer: “$2,000.” | 

Judgment on the verdict for the plaintiff, and defendant ex- | 
‘cepted and appealed. (85) 


R. Lee Wright and P. S. Carlton for the plaintiff. 
Burwell & Cansler and L. H. Clement for the defendant. 


Hoxs, J. At the close of the testimony the Court instructed the jury 
that if they believed the evidence, they would answer the first issue 
“Yes”: the second issue “No,” and the third issue “$2,000,” the amount 
stipulated 3 in the policy. 

The defendant objected to.this charge of the Court, and the brief 
for defendant filed in the cause stated that all other enon are 
abandoned. , 

We are of opinion that the objection to the charge. cannot be sus- 
tained. 

On the trial, the plaintiff jaimeduedd the policy insuring the life of the 
deceased for plaintiffs benefit for the sum of $2,000, proved the payment 
of premiums, which, by the terms of ‘the policy kept same alive, till 
June 18, 1905; and then introduced a clause of the defendant’s answer 
which admitted that deceased died on the 25th of April, 1905. 

According to the authorities, this testimony makes out a prima facre 

ease for plaintiff, and nothing else appearing, would justify the charge 
of the Court as given. Spruill v. Ins. Co., 120 N. C., pp. 141-150. 

Defendant’s first objection rests upon the allegation that no satisfac- 
tory proof of the death of the insured has been made; that the require- 
ments of the policy as to the form and guantum of proof have not been 


_ fully complied with. 


We fail to discover any essential defect in the matter rofowred to; 
but if such defect existed, we do not think the objection is now open to 
defendant. : | | 


55 


IN THE SUPREME COURT: ~~ =«~*[148 





THLAXTON UV. INSURANCE Co. 


So far as the quantum of proof is concerned, it is admitted in the © 
answer that the insured is now dead, and was at the beginning of the 
sult. - | 
And as to the form, to which this objection is chiefly urged, it 

(36) is well established that where proofs of death have been formally 

7 made and the company retains them without suggesting any de- 
fect or failure in this respect to comply with the requirements of the 
policy, and finally refuses to pay the claim, it thereby waives any defect 
in the formal proofs of death and acknowledges that the requisite proofs 
were received by it. Niblack Benefit Societies and Accident aA: 
Vol. II, see. 326, and authorities cited. 

Here, proof a death was made on blanks supplied by the company 
in J uly, 1905. So far as the testimony shows, no objection or sugges- 
tion of any defect was made as to the proof until answer filed November 
following, denying liability on the policy; and then in such general 
- terms that plaintiff could hardly discover what change or correction was 
desired. Under such circumstances, the objection as to: the form of 
proof is properly held to be waived. | 

Again, the charge of the Court is urged for error in connection with 
the moonde issue, the issue being in form as follows: 

“Did. the insured die by his own act or hand with intent to commit 
suicide?” 

The policy, bearing date June 18, 1904, contains a condition that if 
the insured, within one year from the issue of the policy, die by his own 
act or hand, whether sane or insane, the company shall not be lable 
for any greater sum than the premiums, ete. A.condition of this kind 
is held to be a valid stipulation. Spruall v. Ins. Co., 120 N. C., p. 140; 
- Vance on Insurance, p. 532. 

And.it is Scraie held also that such a provision, in its terms, ee | 
to suicide and does not include a killing by accident, even although the 
act of the insured may have been the unintended means of Canane death. 
‘Vance on Insurance, supra. | 

The issue was therefore properly framed: “Did he die = his 
(37) own hand with intent to commit ‘suicide?’ 
| It is also accepted doctrine that on such an issue addressed to 
this question, the presumption is against an act of suicide, and the 
burden is on the party who seeks to establish it. 1 A. ia E., 331; 


Vance on Insurance, 523; Lawson’s Presumptive Evidence, 241 ; ; Spruill 7 


v. Ins. Co., supra; Mallory »v. Ins, Co., 47 N. Y., p. 52. 

In Lawson on Presumptive Evidence, supra, the case is thus put: 7 
“FT. is found dead. An examination reveals that his death was caused 
by taking arsenic. His life is insured, and the question arises whether 
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his death was caused iy suicide or accident. The -presumption is that 
it. was caused by the latter.” 

This being the presumption, and defendants having offered no evi- 
dence, the question arises whether, on the testimony introduced by the 
plaintiff, there is, in law, sufficient evidence for the consideration of a . 
jury tending to rebut the presumption. The testimony we find in the 
record. pertinent to this question will be found in the statement of plain-. 
tiff and of the coroner, on file pursuant to a requirement of the policy, 
as a part of the-proof of death. That of plaintiff is as follows: | 

“Give cause of death (full particulars). Ans.: Was caused by gun- . 
shot wound in left side., Everything pointed to an accident in p headhae 
- the gun, which was supposed to have been empty.” 

That of the coroner: | 
“Was death the result of the. dieponsad’s own nan or Bet? aa 
— Yes; or by some unknown hand, accidentally or otherwise.” 

The statement of the coroner is colorless and without probative foses 
of any kind. It amounts, in fact, to his saying what the physicians had 
said in answer to the same question: “They didn’t know.” 

The testimony then discloses that the deceased was found dead (38) 
- with a gunshot wound in his left side. There is no testimony as 
to the temperament, condition, or domestic, social or business life of the 
deceased which would tend to indicate suicide, or as to any declaration, 
written or oral, of like tendency. There is nothing offered as to the 
position of the body, the placing of the gun, or the character and course 
of the wound which would support such a theory. 

The testimony before us leaves the matter. as stated, with the objec-. 
tive fact, “Found dead with a gunshot wound in his left side,” with 
the additional and. only explanatory statement of the applicant, “Bvery- : 
thing pointed to an accident in handling the gun, which was supposed 
to be empty,” and this supports the presumption raised by the law that 
the killing under such circumstances is presumed not to be with suicid- | 
al intent. 

We think it clear, shekerors, that His Honor was correct in charging 
the jury that if the testimony was believed, they should find according 
to this presumption and answer the second issue “No.” | 

There is nothing in Spruall’s case, supra, pp. 150-151, relied on by. 
defendant, which militates in any way against our present: decision. | 
Tn that case the plaintiff had stated, in his proof of loss, that the insured © 
“had died by his own hand”; and the J udge writing the opinion 


had held that this statement, standing unexplained, was an admission of 


suicide, and at once shifted the burden of proof. The decision pro- 
- ceeded upon the idea that by fair intendment, and by uniform construc- 
tion of the courts, these words, unexplained, amounted to an allega- 
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tion or admission of suicide; and the opinion; on this point, says: 

“The plaintiff, though she went on the stand herself, in nowise con- 

tradicted the import of these words; nor did she testify to any facts 

tending to show she had used them by mistake or inadvertence. 

(39). Her admission, unexplained and uncontradicted, justifying his | 
~ Honor’s direction to the jury.” 

But there is no such admission in the proof offered here. Even if 
the statement of the applicant permits the interpretation that the 
_ deceased had hold of the gun when the death wound was inflicted; 
not only is there no admission of suicide, but such an mference is re- 
pelled by positive averment. “Bverything popes to an accident im 
handling a gun supposed to be empty.” | 

There is no error in the charge of the Court, and the judgment is 
affirmed. 


No error. 


Watxer, J., dissenting: It may be conceded that where nothing else 
appears but the fact that the death of -the insured was caused by his 
own act, the law will presume it to have been accidental rather than 
suicidal, for it will not generally presume a wrong; and it may also 
be conceded that under the terms of the contract the death must have 
been caused by the voluntary and intentional act of the insured in order 
to avoid the policy. But with these concessions made, if seems to me 
that there is sufficient evidence here of deliberate self-destruction to car- 
ry the case to the jury. .The provision against liability in the event of - 
‘suicide is not only a valid one, but a policy which insures against such 
a risk as suicide has been held to be void as being against public policy. 
Ritter v. Ins. Co., 169 U. S., 189. Such a clause-of exemption from 
' ability should pieratore be fivorably considered, as lt igs in harmony 
with the policy of the law. 

No one can-read the testimony of the beneficiary without being im- 
pressed with the belief that in her answer to the question as to the 
cause of death she intended to convey the meaning that the insured died 

of a gunshot wound in his left side which was inflicted by him- 
(40) self. If there was any doubt as to what she did mean, it was’° 
for the jury and not for the Court to resolve that doubt. The 

legal effect of this testimony was to bring the case within the operation 
of the principle laid down in Spruill v. Ins. Co., 120 N. C., 141, for 
when she admitted substantially that he died of a sel infioted gunshot 
wound, it was equivalent to saying that he died by his own hand, which 
in that case was said to be sufficient to establish a case of suicide. It 
is true, she added that “everything pointed to accident in handling 
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the gun, which was supposed to have been empty,” but is the defendant 
to be concluded by such a statement? In the first place, it is evident 
that she is merely expressing an opinion, and not stating positively a fact 
within her knowledge. It is merely her influence from supposed at- 
tending circumstances which she deemed sufficient to justify her con-— 
clusion. But is it evidence? It is not condemned by the elementary 
rules governing the admission of testimony? The law deals with facts 
and not opinions or conclusions of witnesses, oneey in certain cases, of 
which this certainly i 1s not one, 

Again, we turn to the coroner’s eta: and find that to sis ques- 
tion, “Was death the result of the deceased’s own hand or not?” he 
gives this answer: “Yes; or by some unknown hand—accidentally or. 
otherwise.” Here again we have precisely the answer that was given in 
the Spruill case; and there is added, as was done by the beneficiary 
when replying to a similar question, what is nothing more or less — 
than rank conjecture. He first says, “Yes,” that is, “he did die by his 
own hand or act,” and then proceeds, to express his opinion in regard 
to something he evidently knew nothing about. The very terms of. his 
further answer to the question after he had said positively that he had 
died. by his own hand or act, shows clearly that he did not intend 
to speak of his own knowledge, but was only making a guess as 3 to what 
other circumstances may have caused his death. 

The insured died in April, and the proofs were not filed with (41) 
the company until the following August. Why this delay? 

But if this fact be not at all significant, why was not an investigation 
made in the meantime to ascertain if he had been shot by any one else? 

There is no suggestion that any one has even been suspected of having 
shot him. That he killed himself is the only fair and reasonable infer- 
ence to be drawn from this evidence. It may be added that those who 
are supposed to know all the faets and circumstances in regard to the 
manner of the killing have vouchsafed no definite explanation of it, 
but have considered their duty performed by giving us a mere sur- 
mise, which we are just as capable of making as they. We are not told 
- what was the position of the gun with reference to the body when it was 
found; what the habits of the deceased, nor are any of the. attendant 
sironmstanees given, although some of fhem must have.been known. 

I do not think it was incumbent on the defendant to show that which 
was peculiarly within the knowledge of the other side, or of which | 
they at least had the better opportunity of acquiring knowledge; and 
especially is this true when the coroner had admitted, and the plain- 
tiff virtually so, that the insured died by his own hand, thereby ane 
upon the plaintiff the burden of explaining the occurrence. 

Ji is also to be noted that the coroner: testified that he held no in- — 
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quest, and aide no post-mortem examination, re no - foul play 
was alleged. What did he mean by this statement? Simply that he 
died by his own hand and not by the hand of any one else; that a sui- 
cide and not a felonious homicide had been committed. These were 
all matters for the jury. 

It is further to be said that the policy provides expressly that “the — 
proofs shall be evidence of the facts therein stated in behalf of, but — 
not against, the company.” That which makes for the company shall 
| be considered, but not that which may tend to make for the 
(42) beneficiary. The sufficiency of the evidence for the purpose 

| of being submitted to the jury and considered by them is to be 
determined in the light of this stipulation, which is reasonable and 
valid, and should therefore be enforced. Ins. Co. v. Dick, 44 L. R. A, 
846, and notes. And surely this must be so when all the evidence was — 
‘introduced by the plaintiff. If these matters are considered, it suflicient- 
ly appears, prima facie at least, that the insured died by his own hand 
(Bigelow v. Ins. Co., 98 U. S., 284), and the other statements in the 
proofs are merely some evidence, if evidence at all, to qualify or con- © 
tradict this admission; but at last it is for the jury to weigh and decide 
upon. Ins. Co. v. Higginbotham, 95 U. S., 380; Ins. Co. v. Dick, 
supra; Johns v. Relief Association, 90 Wis., 332; May on Insurance, 
sec. 325, If the opinion or conjecture of the plaintiff stated in the 
proofs was competent at all, it certainly should be considered by the 
jury and not held as matter of law to absolutely overcome and destroy 
the other statement. They would‘not, perhaps, attach as much weight 
- to a mere expression of opinion as they: would te the positive state- 
ment of a fact within her knowledge. It was evidence, therefore, for 
the jury, and not such as warranted the Court in rejecting altogether 
the other part of the answers and virtually directing a verdict. 

It is to be noted that the plaintiff did not go on the stand, nor did 
she offer the other witnesses who joined her in the proofs. This is’ 
significant and was the proper subject of comment in discussing the 
- evidence before the jury, and was a circumstance proper for their con- 
sideration. Goodman v. Sapp. 102 N. C., 477; Y a v. Hughes, 
139 N. C., 199. 

The right of trial by jury is one dint should be jealously guarded 
and accorded to the citizen in all cases, where there are any dis- 
puted matters of fact which raise issues between the parties. It is 
one of the fundamental guaranties of our system of government, and 

should never be denied to any litigant in whose favor a reason-— 
( 43) able inference of fact may be drawn from the evidence. Spruill 

v. Ins. Co., supra. Unless it is perfectly clear and manifest that 
there is no such evidence, to take from him the privilege of having the 
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_ evidence eaciee by the only. tribunal appointed for that purpose, ae 
the best ever devised by the wit of man, is a plain invasion of his consti 
tutional right. With all possible Heionenes for my brethren, from whom 
I always regret to differ, I must think that there is evidence in this case. - 
which entitles the defendant to be heard by a jury and to have their’ 
judgment upon the facts. The majority, it seems to me, have attached 
too much importance to incompetent, irrelevant and inconclusive state-. 
ments in the proofs, and‘ have failed to shift the burden of proof from 
the defendant to the plaintiff upon the admissions in the “proofs .of 
death” (Insurancé Co. v. Newton, 22 Wallace, 32), or to give proper 
heed to the provision of the policy as to the effect those “proofs” shall 
- have as between the parties to an action on the contract of insurance. 
When his Honor instructed the jury as he did, in my opinion he com- 
mitted an error. — 


Cited: Modlin v. Ins. ar 151 N. C., 39. 





| (44) 
CARLETON v. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 18 November, 1906.) 


Railroads—Lessor and Lessee—Negligence—Liability—Pleadings—Joinder of 
Defendants. 


1. A railroad company which has leased its road-bed, track and rolling-stock 
to.another corporation is liable for the torts of the lessee, and this liabil- 
ity extends to an injury sustained by a passenger by the negligence of 
the servants of the lessee. 


2. Where a complaint alleges that two railroad corporations jointly operating 
their properties throygh the agency of a lessee between two points con- 
nected by their road-beds and tracks, in the discharge of their duty as 
common carriers undertook to carry a passenger over their track's, a 
demurrer for misjoinder was properly overruled, as they are jointly 
liable for a failure to discharge the duty undertaken in a joint operation 
and uee of their property in the exercise of their franchise. 


Acrtow - P. 8. Carleton, administrator of J. T. Pender, against 
the Yadkin Railroad Company and the North Carolina Railroad Com- 
pany, heard by Justice, J., at the June (Special) Term, 1906, of Rowan. . 

This action was brought for the purpose of recovering damages by 
reason of the death of plaintiff’s intestate, alleged to have beén caused 
by the negligence of defendants. The plaintiff alleges that the de- 
fendants, the. Yadkin Railroad Company and North Carolina Rail-. 
‘read Company, are separate and distinct corporations, and as such are 
engaged in the business of common carriers of passengers and freight.. 
The defendant Yadkin Railroad Company owns a line of. railroad 
extending from Salisbury, N. C., to Norwood, N. C., and the defendant . 
North Carolina Railroad Company owns the line of railroad extend- 
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ing from Greensboro, N. C., via Salisbury to Charlotte, N. C.; that. 
prior to and at the time of the negligence complained of, both of 
said defendants had leased their aforesaid line of railroad to the 
Southern Railway Company, a corporation existing under and bv virtue 
of the laws of the State of. Virginia, and by virtue of said lease the 
said lessee company, by’ permission and consent of defendants, had 
control and possession of the aforesaid lines of railroad and was run- 
ning its trains and cars thereover, in charge of its servants, agents — 
and employees; that both defendants operate jointly the lines of said — 
railroad from the Salisbury depot to the Salisbury Cotton Mills, which 
is a part of the North Carolina Railroad right-of-way. That on 22 
August, 1905, plaintiff’s intestate purchased of said lessee company’s 
agent at Norwood a ticket from that point to his home, and became a 
passenger’ on said line of railroad belonging to the said de- 
(45) fendant Yadkin Railroad Company; that after becoming said 
passenger and taking a seat in one of the passenger-cars on said 
line, said intestate became suddenly ill and unconscious, and that. 
shortly thereafter the conductor on said train aroused said intestate 
and obtained his ticket. Said conductor then saw and realized that 
said intestate was dangerously ill, but negligently and carelessly passed 
him by without providing him with any comforts, restoratives, medi- 
cines or physician, and negligently and carelessly failed to notify any 
physician of the serious condition of said intestate, although six towns . 
were passed through in which physicians resided, and which could 
have been easily procured if the conductor on said train had performed 
his duty to said intestate; that said lessee negligently and carelessly 
failed to remove said intestate from said train after he became ill and 
unconscious, but negligently brought him on to Salisbury, said train 
arriving at 7:15 o’clock P. M. That aforesaid lessee, through its 
servants and agents, failed to remove said intestate from said car or 
to provide him with any physician, etc., but negligently placed said car 
upon one of its sidetracks, with said intestate as the only passenger or 
person therein, and negligently left said intestate in said car on said 
sidetrack until 10 o’clock next morning without attention, ete. That 
about 12 o’clock said intestate died. 

The defendant Yadkin Railroad Company eoneed to the com- 
plaint, and assigned as ground of demurrer: 

“1. The plaintiff has joined two separate and distinct causes of ac- - 
tion arising out of an alleged tort against two separate and distinct 
defendants. 

“First. An alleged cause of action against the North Carolina Rail- 
road Company for alleged acts of negligence by the employees of the | 
Southern Benvey. Company, while the Southern Railway Company 
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was alleged to be operating a train over the railroad tracks 

of the North Carolina Railroad Company, and while said train (46) 
was not on any railroad tracks of this defendant, with an alleged 
cause of action against this defendant, for the alleged negligence of the 
employees of the Southern Railway Company, while operating a train 
over the railroad of this defendant, and before the said train reached 
the railroad of the North Carolina Railroad Company. — 

“Second. That as to this defendant, the complaint does not state 
facts constituting a cause of action as to those matters alleged to have 
occurred after the said train left the said road of this defendant, and 
said cause of action for such alleged negligent acts is solely against the 
North Carolina Railroad Company, and said cause of action has been 
improperly joined with an alleged cause of action against this defend- 
ant for matters alleged to have occurred on the road and track of this 
defendant, over which it is not alleged that the North Carolina Rail- 
road Company had any control. | 

“2. It does not appear trom the said complaint, and it is not al- 
leged, that the alleged acts of negligence, alleged to have accurred upon 
the road of this defendant, caused the death of the plaintiff’s intestate. 

“3. It does not appear from the said complaint that any acis done 
or failed to be done, while the said train was on the track or road of this - 
defendant, caused the death of the plaintiff’s intestate.” 

‘The defendant North Carolina Railroad Company demurred for the 
same causes set forth in the demurrer of its co-defendant. The cause 
coming on for hearing, the Court overruled both demurrers. Defend- 
ants were allowed to file answer. Defendants excepted and appealed. 


R. Lee Wright for the plaintiff. 
T. C. Linn for the defendants. 


Connor, J., after stating the facts: That a railroad company 
which has leased its road bed, track, and rolling-stock to another (47) 
corporation is hable for the torts of the lessee has been so | 
frequently decided by this and other courts that it cannot now be 
considered open to discussion. Aycock v. Rh. f., 89 N. C., 321; Logan v. 
R.R., 116 N. C., 940; Tellett v. BR. R., 118 N. C., 1081; Norton v. R. R., 

122 N. C., 910; Prerce v. BR. R., 124 N. C., 83. That this liability ex- 
tends to an injury sustained by a passenger by the negligence of the 
servants of the lessee is decided in Tllett’s case, supra. 

In Rocky Mount Mills v. R. R., 119 N. C., 693, it was shown that a 
number of railroad companies formed an association under the name 

of the “Atlantic Coast Dispatch.” That bills of lading were issued in 
- the name of and by the said association, by which it underook to carry 
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freight from Lowell, Mass., to Rocky Mount, N. C. For negligent 
delay in carrying such freight the consignee sued two roads members 
of the association. Faircloth, C. J., said: “Upon examination and | 
_ yeflection we are of the opinion that the defendants, and their connecting 
lines, are jointly liable, each for the others, on the contract before us, 
* * * that is to say, that they are engaged in business as partners 
under the name of the ‘Atlantic Coast. Dispatch.’ They are still com- 
mon carriers, none the less so because they have certain stipulations, 
Having jointly agreed to conduct the ‘All-Rail Fast Freight Line’ under 
the name above stated, * * * and having so informed the public 
and so contracted with the plaintiff, their true character is fixed by 
the law according to the nature of their business.” 

The demurrer and argument made to sustain it fails to note the 
allegation “that both defendants operate jointly the line of said railroad 
from the Salisbury depot to the Salisbury Cotton Mulls, and which 1s 
a part of the North Carolina Railroad right-of-way,” and the further 
allegation that the plaintiff’s intestate purchased a ticket of the agent 

of the lessee of said roads from Norwood to Salisbury. The con- 
(48) ductor was the employee of the lessee; and the agents and serv- 

ants whose negligence | 1s complained of were In the employment 
of the lessee. 

The case presented by the complaint comes to ‘iia Two railroad 
aed eas jointly operating their properties through the agency of a — 
lessee between two points connected by their road-beds and tracks, in the 
discharge of their duty as common carriers, undertake to carry plain- 
tif?s intestate over their tracks from Norwood to Salisbury. Why 
should they not be jointly liable for a failure to discharge the duty 
undertaken in a joint operation and use of their property in the exercise 
of their franchise? To hold otherwise would violate elementary princi- 
ples of law and practically deny to the passenger any remedy. It may 
be that he could, if so advised, sue each road separately, but as in a case 
like the one disclosed by the complaint where the negligent acts were 
continuous and chargeable to the common agent of the defendant’s 
lessee, who, for the purpose of this case, must be considered as the 
defendants themselves, we can see no reason why he may not join them 
in one action. The underlying principle upon which the decision is 
based is the liability of the lessor for the acts of its lessee, this being 
based upon the principle that a railroad company cannot divest itself 
of its dtity to the public, or its consequent liability, by leasing its track 
or in any other manner permitting its track to be used by some other 
corporation. 

For the purpose of this appeal the relation of the two roads must 
be construed as a joint undertaking in the discharge of their duty to the 
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public as common carriers, using the lessee as their common agent 
for that purpose. In this point of view it 1s immaterial whether we 
treat the cause of action as for a breach of contractual duty or a tort 
arising out of a breach of contract. The cause was argued 
before us principally upon demurrer for misjoinder, and we (49) 
think it best to refrain from entering into any discussion of 
the merits of the case as disclosed by the complaint. The principles 
applicable to the case after the facts shall have been developed on the 
trial are well settled. 

The judgment overruling the demurrer and directing the defend- 
ants to answer over must be affirmed. 


Affirmed. 


Brown, J., concurring: J concur in the judgment overruling the 
demurrer because of the peculiar wording of the complaint, which 
appears to allege that both defendants “operate jointly” the lines 
of said railroad from Salisbury, etc., which allegation was admitted 
when a demurrer was interposed. If it should turn out when the 
real facts are found upon the trial, as doubtless it will, that the only 
connection between these two defendants is that at different times each 
leased its road-bed, etc., to the Southern Railway Company then I 
should hold that insufficient to create a lability upon the part of the 
North Carolina Railroad Company for the negligence of the Southern, 
the lessee upon the tracks of the Yadkin road, and vice versa. As I in- 
terpret Logan’s and similar cases, the liability of the lessor company for 
the negligence of its lessee must be confined to acts occurring on the 
lessor’s property. The fact that the Southern holds leases of different 
railroads, runs a train through over each track and sells one ticket good 
over all, would not, in my judgment, alter this principle. 

The decision in the Rocky Mount Mills case was based upon the idea 
that different railroad companies, engaged actively in the transportation 
of merchandise, had formed a transportation copartnership under the 
name and style of the Atlantic Coast Dispatch, and that each copartner 
was liable for the acts of the other done within the scope of the copart- 
nership. The fact that two railroad corporations happen to 
independently lease their properties to the same lessee by dif- (50) 
ferent leases would not create a transportation copartnership 
between the lessors or extend the liability of each lessor for the acts of 
the lessee beyond each lessor’s own property. 

Therefore, I hold that in order to create a liability upon the part 
of the North Carolina Company it must be established that the action- 
able negligence—the breach of duty upon the part of the Southern which 
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caused the death of plaintifi’s intestate—actually occurred upon the 
- property of the North Carolina Company. 


CruarK, C. J., concurring with Mr. Justice Brown: Barring the 
word “jointly,” which doubtless was unadvisedly used in the complaint, 
I think that there is no liability accruing to the North Carolina Rail- 
road Company by reason of any misconduct of the conductor of the 
Yadkin Valley Railroad Company, simply because both roads had 
been leased to the same lessee. There is no contract between the two 
lessors. Nor when the Yadkin Valley Railroad Company, acting 
through its lessee, contracted to take a passenger from Norwood to 
‘Salisbury, did any liability arise to the North Carolina Railroad Com- 
pany for mistreatment of a passenger, from the fact that the Yadkin 
Railroad Company ran its train for one and a half miles over the track 
of the North Carolina Railroad Company. The latter would be re- 
sponsible to the public, as for fires set out by the Yadkin train while on 
its track. (Aycock v. R, R., 89 N. C., 321) or injury accruing to any 
one on its tracks, but it ecu not be lable for any breach of contract 
or tort by the Yadkin Company to its passengers or employees: Wash- 
ington v. R. R., 101 N. C., 239; White v. #. #., 115 N. C., 631. The 
North Carolina Railroad Company was neither lessor nor lessee of the 
Yadkin Railroad, nor was it operating the latter’s train merely because 
its train ran over the North Carolina Railroad track a short distance. 





(51) 


ISLEY v. BRIDGE COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 November, 1906.) 


Negligence—Instructions—Reducing Verdict—-Power of Court—Damages, 
Hecessive and Inadequate. 


1. In an action for injuries sustained from the breaking of a chain used in 
lifting heavy weights, where the only theory of negligence presented by 
the plaintiff's evidence was that the defendant in not having the chain 
properly annealed had allowed the metal to become crystallized, and there 
was evidence on the part of the defendant tending to prove that the 
broken link had not become crystallized, the Court erred in declining to 
give defendant’s special instruction that “if the jury find from the evi- 
dence that the link of the chain was not crystallized they should answer 
the first issue as to negligence ‘No.’ ” 

2. The trial Judge has no power to reduce a verdict without the consent of 
the party in whose favor the verdict is rendered. 


3. When the trial Judge thinks an injustice has been done it is his duty to 
set aside the verdict, and he may set it aside as to damages either exces- 
sive or inadequate. 
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ACTION by Warren W. Isley against the Virginia Bridge and Iron 
Company, heard by Ferguson, J., and a jury, at the May Term, 1906, 
of AramaNncE. From the judgment rendered, both parties appealed. 


J.T. Morehead a W. H. Carroll for the plaintiff. 
Brooks & Thomson and Parker & Parker for the defendant. 


Brown, J. This cause was tried upon the issues submitted upon the 
first trial, and we refer to the former report for the facts (141 N. C.,, 
291.) 

On the second trial the Pronrer pagulenped the Court to charge the 
jury: “If you find from the evidence that the link of the chain in evi- 
dence was not crystalized, then I charge you to answer the first 
issue ‘No.”” The Court declined to give this special instruction, (52) 
and defendant excepted. 

The only theory of negligence sheucnted by the plaintitt was that the 
chain suspended from the trolley and used in moving heavy pleces. 
of iron had not been occasionally annealed, in consequence of which it 
had become crystallized, which caused it to break and drop the iron up- | 
on plaintiff’s leg. The testimony of Albright and Turrentine, plaintifi’s 
witnesses, tends to prove that the use of chains in lifting heavy weights 
tends to crystallize the links, or some of them; that the method used to 
prevent this is by annealing the metal, and that this chain had become 
erystallized. There is no other evidence of negligence, and plaintiff 
does not undertake to account for the breaking of the chain upon any 
other theory. 

The defendant offered evidence tending to prove that the broken link 
had not become crystallized and-that the occurrence was an accident 
and was not occasioned by any negligence of its agents. 

In presenting defendant’s contentions the only charge the Court gave 
was as follows: “If an inspection could not have discovered any defect 
in the chain, that is, would not have discovered that the chain had be- 
come crystallized and brittle, if it was crystallized, and liable to break in 
its use, and if you should fail to find from the evidence that it was 
necessary to anneal the chain, or that if the chain: had been annealed it 
would not have broken, you will answer the first issue ‘No.’ ” 

Tt is contended that the defendant’s prayer for instruction was in- 
ferentially given. This is not sufficient. The Court should have given 
the prayer definitely and with certainty. The defendant was entitled 
to that, for it is plain to us that if the chain had not become crystal- 
lized, the occurrence was an accident, “an: event from an unknown 
cause,” which reasonable care could not guard against. There . 
is no evidence that the link was worn so badly as to be danger- (53) 
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ous, or that the chain was of inferior quality, but the case was 
tried upon the theory that defendant by its negligence im not having 
it properly annealed had allowed the metal to become crystallized. 

His Honor declined to set aside the finding upon the isstie of dam- 
ages, upon motion of the defendant, upon the ground that the amount 
was excessive, but reduced the amount to $1,500. The plaintiff tendered 
judgment for $2,000, which the Court refused to sign, and plaintiff 
excepted and a pealed: This must have been an inadvertence upon the 
part of the able Judge who tried this case. In view of the dispo- 
sition we have made of the defendant’s appeal a new trial is necessary, 
but we deem it proper to say that in this State Judges of the Superior 
Courts have no power to reduce verdicts without the consent of the 
party in whose favor the verdict is rendered. Shields v. Whitaker, 82 
N. C., 523. When the trial Judge thinks an injustice has been done, 
it is his duty to set aside the verdict, and he may set it aside as to 
damages either excessive or inadequate. Benton v. Collins, 125 N. C., 
83. Let costs of defendant’s appeal be taxed against plaintiff and costs 
of plaintiff’s appeal be taxed against defendant. 

New trial. 





(54) | 
' RAILROAD COMPANY v. HARDWARE COMPANY. 


(Filed 138 November, 1906.) 


Malicious Prosecution—Abuse of Process—Profiis—Measure of Damages. 
Evidence—Wrongful Attachment—Probable Cause—Advice of Counsel. 


1. In an action for damages growing out of an attachment of plaintiff’s cars, 
alleging malice and want of probable cause and that the attachment of 
ten cars was excessive and an abuse of process of the Court, evidence of 
profits which the plaintiff might have made from hiring its cars was 
properly excluded as speculative damages. 

2. The true measure of damages in such a ease is the interest upon the 
value of the cars, increased or diminished, as the case might be, by the 
difference between the deterioration of the cars if in daily use, and their 
deterioration while wrongfully tied up, provided plaintiff could not have 
avoided injury from the attachment by giving bond and retaining posses- 
sion of its cars. _ 

8. In an action for damages for alleged wrongful and malicious attachment 
of plaintiff’s cars, the Court erred in refusing to admit the testimony of 
the agent of the company, which was surety on the prosecution bond in 
this action, that for the payment of $10 it would have signed a replevy 
bond to secure release of the cars attached. 

4, In cases of contract, as well as in tort, it is generally incumbent upon an 
injured party to do whatever he reasonably can to improve all reason- 
able and proper opportunities to lessen the injury. He must not remain 
supine, but should make reasonable exertions to help himself, and thereby 
reduce his loss and diminish the responsibility of the party in default 
to him. 
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5. In an action for damages for alleged wrongful and malicious attachment 
of plaintiff’s property, where the general manager of defendant testified 
that the party who bought the goods told him that they were for the use 
of and bought for the account of plaintiff; that he had no reason to 
disbelieve this statement; that the former action was instituted in good 
faith, believing the present plaintiff owed the debt for which the property 
was attached; that he submitted all the facts to his counsel and acted 
upon his advice, and that he had no idea what property the Sheriff had 
attached: Held, that the Court erred in charging the jury that if they 
believed the evidence they would find that the attachment was issued 
without probable cause. 


6. Where the defendant laid all the facts before his counsel and sued out the 
attachment under his advice, this is evidence to rebut the allegation of 
malice. 


7. Where the officer levied an attachment on an excessive quantity of prop- 
erty, the plaintiff in the attachment is not liable for the abuse unless he 
in some way advised, directed or encouraged such action. 


8. In an action for malicious prosecution, it is necessary to show (1) malice, 
(2) want of probable cause, (3) and that the former proceeding has 
terminated. In an action for abuse of process it is not necessary to show 
either of these three things, but two elements are necessary: First, an 
ulterior purpose; second, an act in the use of the process not proper in 
the regular prosecution of the proceeding. 

| (55) 


Action by Pittsburg, Johnstown, Ebensburg and Eastern Railroad 
Company against Wakefield Hardware Company, heard by Moore, J. 
and a jury, at the August Term, 1906, of Guitrorp. | 

This case was here, 185 N. C., 73, when a demurrer for misjoinder 
was sustained because the surety on the attachment bond had been joined 
as defendant. It was again here, 188 N. C., 174, when a demurrer to the 
complaint was overruled. The defendant had instituted an action 
against the Coke and Coal Company, a corporation of this State, for 
the recovery of $415 for car material, and joined the plaintiff herein, a 
railroad company incorporated in Pennsylvania, as co-defendant. The 
two companies had at that time the same officers and nearly the same 
stockholders, and the material had been used on the latter’s cars. The 
complaint alleged that the material was bought for said railroad com- 
pany, in fact, as an undisclosed principal. In said attachment ten of 
the defendant’s cars were attached, and it not offering to give bond, the 
said ten cars were held two years, when the attachment was dissolved. 
This action was brought for damages, alleging malice and want of 
probable cause and that the attachment of the ten cars was exces- 
sive and an abuse of the process of the Court. Both plaintiff 
and defendant appealed. | (55) 


J.T. Morehead, W. H. Carroll and Scott & McLean for plaintiff. 
Taylor & Scales for defendant. 
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PLAINTIFF § APPEAL. 


Crark, C. J., after stating the case: The plaintiff sought to show 
that for the ten cars attached it should recover what the cars would 
have earned by way of rental or car toll. It was in evidence that the 
plaintiff’s road is only seventeen miles long, but that it owns a large 
stock of cars and its principal business was the hiring or mileage of its 
freight and coal cars used on other roads, in short, as its counsel some- 
what felicitously expressed it, its chief business was that of a “railroad 
livery stable’—hiring out conveyances. His Honor properly excluded 
the evidence of profits which the plaintiff might have made for hiring its 
cars, because that would be speculative damages. Sharpe v. R. R., 
180 N. C., 614. The true measure of damages is the interest upon the 
value of the cars, increased or diminished, as the case might be, by the 
difference between the deterioration in the cars, if in daily use, and 
their deterioration while wrongfully tied up, provided, of course, the 
plaintiff could not have avoided all injury from the attachment by sim- 
ply giving bond—as it is shown that it was amply able to do—and re- 
taining possession of its cars. 

No error. : 
DEFENDANTS APPEAL. 


CuarK, C. J. It was error to refuse to admit the testimony of the 
agent of the company which was surety on the prosecution bond in this ' 
action, that for a payment of ten dollars it would have signed a re- 
plevy bond to secure release of the ten cars when attached. Though 
it may not be the duty of a defendant in all cases to execute a replevy 

bond, it would be preposterous to justify non-action whereby 
(57) . the plaintiff claims it has lost $4,750 rental of cars, when 1t was - 
a. perfectly solvent company, owing no debts, as its president 
. testified, and could at a petty expense, and probably without any at all, 
have given bond and retained possession of its cars. “The rule, in 
brief, is that in cases of contract, as well as in tort, it is generally in- 
cumbent upon an injured party to do whatever he reasonably ean to im- 
prove all reasonable and proper opportunities to lessen the injury. * * * 
He must not remain supine, but should make reasonable exertions to 
help himself, and thereby reduce his loss and diminish the responsibility 
of the party in default to him.” Note to Wright v. Bank, 6 Am. St., 
365. Where a mule was wrongfully taken it was held that the aquired: 
party should have bought another, and could not recover the profits 
of the crop he would have made if the mule had not been taken, Sledge 
v. Red, 73. N.C., 440. 

The Court below erred in instructing the jury that “if they believed 

the evidence, to answer the first issue ‘Yes.’” That issue was, “Did the 
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defendant wrongfully and without probable cause, cause to be issued 
and levied a warrant of attachment upon the property of the plaintiff?” 

There was ample evidence to submit to the jury upon the question 
of probable cause. There was the testimony of the general manager 
of the defendant that the party who bought the goods told him they 
were for the use of and bought for the account of the plaintiff; that he . 
had no reason whatsoever to disbelieve this statement; that the action 
was instituted by the defendant in the utmost good faith, believing that 
the plaintiff verily owed the debt for which the property was attached; 
that notwithstanding this belief, out of the abundance of caution, he 
submitted honestly all the facts to his counsel, who advised him that he 
had a cause of action against the plaintiff; that no steps were taken ex- 
cept such as were advised by his attorney; that as for attaching 
more property than the amount of his claim would warrant, he (58) 
had no idea what property the Sheriff had attached under and 
by virtue of the writ, and that his only cause for taking a nonsuit at 
the time of the trial of the action was his inability to secure the at- 
tendanct, as a witness, of the party who bought the goods. 

The defendant had laid all the facts before counsel of high standing 
in the profession and had sued out the attachment under his advice. 
This is evidence to rebut the allegation of malice: Smith v. B. and L. 
Asso., 116 N. C., 73; and there are many authorities holding that it is 
evidence also of probable cause; see cases collected in note 98, Am. St., 
461. 

This action, furthermore, cannot be maintained for malicious prose- 
cution if, as the jury have found, there was no malice. &. Rk. v. Hard- 
ware Conanip 138 N. C., 174. 

The only ground for an action for abuse of process 1s the levy on an 
excessive number of cars for the alleged purpose of forcing payment 
of an alleged debt, preferably to submitting to loss and inconvenience 
by the attachment. There was certainly evidence, above set out, in de- 
nial of this, and it was error in any aspect of the case to instruct the | 
jury to answer the first issue “Yes.” | 

If the. officer levied, as it seems that he did, on an excessive quantity 
of property, the plaintiff in the attachment was not liable for the abuse 
unless it had in some way directed, advised or encouraged such act. 
19 Am. and Eng. Enc. (2 Ed.), 630. This being domed raised an 
issue for the jury. 

It may be as well to note here ihe distinction between an action for 
malicious prosecution and an action for abuse of process. In an action 
for malicious prosecution there must be shown (1) malice and (2) want 
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of probable cause, and (3) that the former proceeding has terminated. 

Rk. R. v. Hardware Company, 138 N. C., 174. In an action for 
(59) abuse of process it is not necessary to show either of these three 

things. By an inadvertence it was said in the case last cited 
that want of probable cause must be shown. “If process, either civil 
or criminal, is wilfully made use of for a purpose not justified by the 
law, this is an abuse for which an action will lie.” 1 Cooley Torts (3. 
Ed. 5, 854. “Two elements are necessary: first, an ulterior purpose; sec- 
ond, an act in the use of the process not proper in the regular prosecution 
of the proceeding. [b., 355; 1 Jaggard Torts, sec. 203; Hale on Torts, 
sec. 185. “An abuse of legal process is where it is employed for some 
unlawful object not the purpose intended by law. It is not necessary to 
show either malice or want of probable cause, nor that the proceeding 
had terminated, and it is immaterial whether such proceeding was 
baseless or not.” Mayer v. Walter, 64 Pa. St., 283. The distinction 
has been clearly stated. Jackson v. Telegraph Co., 139 N. C., 356. 


Error. 


Cited: Gither v. Carpenter, post, 242; Stanford v. Grocery Co., 
post, 423; Bowen v. King, 146 N. C., 391; Hocutt v. Tel. Co., 147 N.C., 
193; Bell v. Machine Co., 150 N. C., 113; Downing v. Stone, 152 N. C., 
530; Harvey v. R. R., 1538 N. C., 575; Carmichael v. Telephone Co., 
157 N. C., 27; Wilkinson v. Wilkinson, 159 N. C., 271; Wright v. Har- 
ris, 160 N. C., 546, 551, 554; Smith v. Bonding Co., 1b., 576. 








(60) | | 
JONES v. COMMISSIONERS. 


(Filed 13 November, 1906.) 


Taxation—Subdscriptions to Railroads—Bonds—Legislative Power—Uniform- 
ity—Counties and Townships—Mandamus—Linitation of Action—Parties. 


1. Where certain townships by extra taxation procured the building through 
their territory of a railroad, the Legislature has the power to direct the 
County Commissioners to expend exclusively in those townships the 
county taxes derived from such railroad property in said townships “in 
repairing roads, building bridges, extending schools, or such other pur- 
poses as the Commissioners may deem best,” until the amount so used in 
said townships shall fully reimburse them for the amount paid out to 
aid in building said railroad. 


2. There is no constitutional requirement that the tax rate for county pur- 
poses shall be the same everywhere. It varies in the different counties, 
and may: vary in different townships, parts of townships, districts, towns, 
and cities in the same county. 


3. The Constitution recognizes the existence of AbunE ES townships, cities and 
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towns as governmental agencies; but they are all legislative creations 
and subject to be changed, abolished or divided, at the will of the General 
Assembly. 


4, Where the relief sought is a mandamus to compel a Board of County Com- 
missioners. to expend in a township certain taxes as directed by statute, 
the tax-payers in said township are proper parties to bring the action, 
and there is no statute of limitations as the relief sought is prospective. 


5. Where a statute requires the County Commissioners to invest each year, 
in interest-bearing securities, the county taxes derived from the taxation 
of the property of a railroad in a certain township, as a sinking fund for 
the payment, at maturity, of the bonds issued by said township to aid in 
building said railroad, a mandamus to compel the Commissioners to re- 
imburse’said township for the amount of said bonds was properly refused, 
where the bonds had been already paid off. 


Action by. A. G. Jones and others against the Board of Commis- 
sioners of Stokes County, pending Sroxus, and heard by Ward J., by 
‘consent, at chambers at Winston, on 12 October, 1906, upon the plead- 
ings and agreements of facts. 
In 1880 Sauratown and Meadows townships in Stokes County, un- 

der the authority of chapter 67, Laws 1879, voted to subscribe $6,660.66 
each to the capital stock of the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Railroad 
Company to procure said railroad to be built through their respective 
townships, and to levy a tax on said townships to pay the subscription, 
which has since been fully paid up. The road was built through said 
townships and has since become the property of the Southern Railway 
Company. Meadows Township has been divided into two townships, 
Meadows and Danbury. 

In 1887 said Sauratown Township, Stokes County, under the author- 
ity of chapter 87, Laws 1887, voted to subscribe $10,000 to the 
capital stock of the Roanoke and Southern Railroad Company (61) 
to procure said railroad to be built through the township, and 
to issue $10,000 in bonds, to be sold to pay up said subscription, which 
was done, and subsequently the township paid off and canceled said 
bonds. The road was built through said township and has since be- 
come the property of the Norfolk and Western Railroad Company. 

In 1893 the General Assembly enacted chapter 448, Laws 1893, which 
as amended by chapter 131, Laws of 1895, reads as follows: 


“Suction 1. The Commissioners of Stokes County are hereby 
authorized and directed to set apart from all other county taxes all the 
taxes paid each year as county taxes by the Cape Fear and Yadkin 
Vallev Railroad Company on their property, lying and being in 
Sauratown and Meadows townships of said county of Stokes ; and the 
same so respectively paid each year: on the property in each of said 
townships by said railroad company shall be divided into two equal 
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shares, one-half thereof to belong to Sauratown Township and the other 
half to belong to the territory now embraced in Meadows and Danbury 
townships, to be divided between said Meadows and Danbury townships 
in proportion to the amount of taxes paid by said territory now em- 
braced in Danbury and Meadows townships, respectively, to the Cape 
Fear and Yadkin Valley Railroad Company, and shall be expended 
exclusively within the said Sauratown and Meadows’ and Danbury 
townships, respectively, for repairing the public roads, building bridges, 
extending schools, or such other purposes as the Commissioners may 
deem best, and not otherwise. 

“SEC. 2, The Commissioners of Stokes County are authorized and 
directed to invest each year 1n interest-bearing securities, which in their 
judgment are safe and reliable, the surplus money arising from the 
- county taxes paid by the Norfolk and Western Railroad Company, over 

and above the amount required to pay interest on the bonds 
(62) issued by Sauratown Township in aid of said railroad, on all 

their property lying and being in Sauratown Township, in said - 
county of Stokes, the mterest on the bonds outstanding first having been 
paid each year before said surplus is invested; and the surplus so in- 
vested shall be a sinking fund for the redemption of the bonds at ma- 
turity, 1¢ being the intention of this act that the surplus shall not be 
used by the county as a part of the general county fund, but for the 
purpose herein set forth. 

“Sec. 3. That whenever the bonded debt, principal and interest, 
of said township, contracted in aid of the Roanoke and Southern, now 
the Norfolk and Western Railroad, shall have been paid by said county 
taxes on said road, and the said township fully reimbursed for what has 
been already paid, and whenever the Meadows Township shall be fully 
reimbursed and said taxes, principal and interest, the amount paid by 
said township, then this act shall cease to be operative, and all such taxes 
shall be paid into the general county fund. 

This is an action brought by these tax-payers of the aforesaid town- 
ships, on behalf of all the tax-payers therein, averring that the defend- 
ant Board of County Commissioners of Stokes has never complied with 
the requirements of the aforesaid acts, but has collected the taxes on 
said railroad property in said townships, and has applied them to general 
county purposes, and though a demand was made on the board, be- 
fore bringing this action, that it should apply the aforesaid taxes to the 
purposes set out and required by said acts, the defendant refused to do 
so. The relief sought is a mandamus to compel the defendant to com- 
ply with the statute by applying the taxes raised on said railroad prop-_ 
erty in the townships named, as follows: “That the taxes levied on the 
property, formerly owned by the Cape Fear and Yadkin Valley Rail- 
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road Company, be applied to repairing the public roads in said town-— 
ships and for the other purposes set out in said act, and that the taxes 
levied on the property owned by the Norfolk and Western 
Railway Company be paid to said Sauratown Township until (63) 
said township is reimbursed in both the principal and the 
interest paid on said bonded indebtedness of $10,000,” and for a ref- 
erence to ascertain the sum that should be so applied. His Honor 
granted judgment as asked in favor of the plaintiffs as to the taxes 
hereafter to be collected on the Southern Railway in said Township, 
that the same shall be applied as provided in section 1 of the act in 
the manner and to the extent therein mentioned, and for a reference to 
ascertain the amount. From this order the defendant appealed. 

It was further adjudged that Sauratown Township is not entitled 
to be reimbursed in any amount for the sums paid out on the subscrip- 
tion for building the Roanake and Southern Rannoad, and from this 
order the plaintiff appealed. 


Lindsay Patterson and W. W. King for the plaintiff. . 
Manly & Hendren and N. O. Petree for the defendant. 


DEFENDANT'S, APPEAL. 


Criark, ©. J., after stating the case: The townships named in the 
act having, by the extra taxation they had imposed upon themselves, 
procured the building through their territory of the Cape Fear and 
Yadkin Valley Railroad, now the property of the Southern Railway 
Company, the General Assembly thought it just and equitable that 
the county taxes derived from such property in those townships should 
be expended exclusively in said townships “in repairing roads, build- 
ing bridges, extending schools or such other purposes as the Commis- 
sioners may deem best,” until the amount so used in said townships 
should fully reimburse them for the amount paid out on subscriptions 
to aid in building said railroad. We know of no provision in the 
Constitution which disables the Eegicauate from passing such | 
act. (64) 

The defendant contends. that the act interferes with the 
requirement of uniformity and equality of taxation. But there is no 
- constitutional requirement that the tax rate for county purposes shall 
be the same everywhere. It varies in the different counties. The 
rate of taxation may vary in different townships, parts of townships, 
districts, towns and cities in the same county, as where some have voted 
extra taxation for roads, fences, schools, etc:, and in this very instance 
the taxes were higher a few years ago in those three townships, by reason 
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of the tax to pay their railroad subscription—an inequality for which 
this act seeks to reimburse them. In fact, the levy for county taxation 
is uniform throughout the county under this act, which is merely a legis- 
lative requirement of the appropriation of money raised from certain 
property taxes, in those townships, to certain public purposes therein, 
which the General Assembly thought just and proper. The act does not 
interfere with the constitutional provision appropriating the poll tax 
and fines, forfeitures and penalties. The defendant suggests, however, 
that it infringes upon the provisions of the Constitution “establishing 
counties and requiring them to be maintained in their integrity.” But 
we do not find any such provisions.. The Constitution recognizes the 
existence of counties, townships, cities and towns as governmental 
agencies (White v. Commuassioners, 90 N. C., 487), but they are all legis- 
lative creations and subject to be changed (Dare v. Currituck, 95 N. C., 
189; Harris v. Wright, 121 N. C., 172), abolished (Mills v. Williams, 
33 N. C., 558), or divided (McCormac v. Commassioners, 90 N. ©., 441) 
at the will of the General Assembly. In Tate v. Commissioners, 122 
N. C., 818, it is mentioned that the names of fourteen counties, formerly 
existing, have disappeared from the map of the State. Another (Polk) 
was once abolished and subsequently recreated. 

A case exactly in point with this is Clark v. Sheldon, 106 N. Y., 104, 

which held constitutional an act “directing and providing for the 
(65) application of taxes assessed upon any railroad in a town, city 

or village towards the redemption of bonds issued by the munic- 
ipality to aid in the construction of such railroad,” and pointed out 
that this did not impose a tax upon property in other portions of the 
county for the benefit of any township, city or town, but simply appro- 
priated the taxation upon such railroad property for the benefit of the 
municipality which had incurred a burden to procure the building of 
such railroad. The same view is upheld in Commissioners v. Lucas, 
93 U. S., 108. 

It rested in the judgment of the General Assembly to direct the Com- 
missioners of Stokes County to make this application of the county 
taxes derived from railroad property in those townships. Should this 
statute not meet the approval of subsequent Legislatures it can be re- 
pealed, but unless repealed it is the duty of the County Commissioners 
to obey it until, as provided therein, the townships named in section 1 
shall be reimbursed in the manner stated. 

It was competent for these plaintiffs, taxpayers in said township, to 
bring this action, “the question being one of common or general interest” 
to all the taxpayers therein. Revisal, 411; Bronson v. Ins. Co., 85 
N. C., 411; Thames v. Jordan, 97 N. C., 121; McMillan v. Reeves, 102 
N. C., 550. | | 
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Nor is there any statute of limitations. The plaintiff is not seeking 


to recover a debt, nor even to compel the County Commissioners to ac- 
count for the taxes heretofore collected on railroad property in said 
townships, but the relief sought is prospective, to require compliance 


with the statute in future. It imposes a continuing duty until it shall © 


be complied with or repealed. 
No Error. 


* 


PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL. 


Crark, C. J. Section 2 of the act requires the County Commissioners 
‘to invest each year, 1n interest-bearing securities, the county 

taxes derived from the taxation of the property of the Norfolk (66) 
and Western Railroad Company in Sauratown Township, as a 
sinking fund for the payment, at maturity, of the bonds issued by said 
township to aid in building said railroad (after first deducting thereout 
enough to pay the current interest). As the bonds of said township 
have been paid off, there is no sinking fund required to pay the bonds, 
and the mandamus in this regard was properly refused. 

It would have been otherwise if this section had, like section 1, re- 
quired the reimbursement of that township by disbursing the taxation, 
derived from said railroad, for roads, schools, etc., in the townships 
named. Whether it shall be so amended is a matter for the Legislature. 
The statute does not*now so require. 


No Error. 
Cited: Trustees v. Webb, 155 N. C., 385; Commrs. v. Commrs., 157 
N. C., 517. 





WOODY v. FOUNTAIN. 
(Filed 13 November, 1906.) 


Processioning Proceeding—Pleadings—Practice—Possession—Title—Bound- 
ary— Burden of Proof. 


1. In a processioning proceeding under Rev., secs. 325-6, to establish a 
boundary-line, where the defendant denied the plaintiff’s title and pleaded 
both the twenty years’ and seven years’ statutes as a defense, the Clerk, 
under Rev., sec. 717, should “transfer the cause to the civil-issue docket 
for trial during the term upon all issues raised by the pleadings’’—in this 
case, both the issues of boundary and title. 


2. In a processioning proceeding, the provision in Rev., sec. 326, that occupa-_ 


tion of land constitutes ownership for the purpose of establishing bound- 
ary, applies only where the answer does not deny the boundary, or denies 
only the boundary; but where the denial extends to the plaintiff's title 
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also, and the case is transferred to the term of Court for ‘trial on all the 

. issues raised” (Rev., sec. 717), the action becomes substantially a civil 
action to quiet title, and it devolves upon the plaintiff to make out his 
title as well as his boundary, and possession ceases to be eae proof 
of ownership. 


8. In a processioning proceeding, where the cause has been peaneesaed to the 
Court at term, an instruction to the jury that “if they should find from 
the greater weight of evidence that the original and true line between the 
plaintiff and defendant is as claimed by defendant, then you will answer 
this issue (as to boundary) in his favor,” was erroneous, as the burden of 
proof was on the plaintiff to establish the line, — 


(67) 
Acrion by Mildred I. Moody against Griffin Fountain, heard by 

Moore, J., and a jury at the August Term, 1906, of Person. From the 

‘judgment rendered the defendant appealed. | 


William D. Merritt for the plaintiff. 
Kitchin & Carlton for the defendant. 


Cuark, C. J. This was a special proceeding under Revisal, 325, 326 
to establish the boundary line between the plaintiff and defendant. 
These sections provide that the owner of land may file a petition stating 
the facts constituting the location of the line claimed by him; that if 
this is not denied the Clerk shall enter judgment establishing the bound- 
ary as alleged in the petition, but if denial of the location is made in 
the answer the Clerk shall cause the line to be, surveyed according to the 
contention of both parties, and after the surveyor’s report and map are 
filed the Clerk shall hear the cause and render judgment determining 
the boundary, and if an appeal is taken “the Clerk shall certify the 
issues raised before him to the next term of the Superior Court for trial 
by jury de novo.” This was the act of 1893, and while designating this 
a special proceeding and providing that the procedure, except as therein 
modified, “shall, in all respects, be the same” as in other special proceed- 
ings, marks out the procedure only when there is no denial of plaintiff’s 
allegations or a denial as to location of his boundary only. But the 

later act of 1903, ch. 566, now Revisal, 717, provides further 
(68) that in all “special proceedings it shall be competent for any 

defendant to plead any equitable or other defense, or ask any 
equitable or other relief in the pleadings which it would be competent 
to ask in a civil action; and when such pleas are filed the Clerk shall 
transfer the cause to the civil issue docket for trial during the term upon 
all issues raised by the pleadings.” 

In this case the defendant denies the plaintiff’s allegation that she is — 
“owner in fee,” and pleads both the twenty years’ and seven years’ stat- 
utes as a defense. It is true that under Revisal, 326, “oceupation of 
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land constitutes sufficient ownership for the purpose of that section,” 
z. é., establishing boundary. That would be sufficient when the answer 
does not deny the boundary or denies only the boundary. But the act 
of 1908, now Revisal, 717, authorizes the defendant in any special pro- 
ceeding to plead any defense which he might do im a civil action. The 
defendant has denied the plaintifi’s title. It would be a vain thing in- 
deed to go on to establish a boundary when the title is controverted. It— 
would be equally a hardship to turn the plaintiff out of court merely 
because the defendant has denied his title as well as boundary, and “the 
whole object in passing the act may be utterly defeated.” Stanaland v. 
Rabon, 140 N. C., 204. Indeed such course would discourage these pro- 
ceedings, which should rather be encouraged, that when possible bound- 
ary lines may be readily settled with small cost and delay. The simpler 
plan now that both parties are already in court and know each other’s 
contention is, as the statute has now provided, Revisal, 717, “when such 
pleas are filed the Clerk shall transfer the cause to the civil issue docket 
for trial during the term upon all the issues raised by the pleadings,” 
z. é., in this ease both the issues of boundary and title. Instead of turn- 
ing the plaintiff out of court to begin anew by an action of ejectment, 
or doing the vain thing of trying a boundary when the title of 
plaintiff is denied, the statute simply converts the pending (69) 
special proceedings into a civil action to quiet title. It is true, 

as held in Hill v. Dalton, 140 N. C., 9, that in a “proceeding for proces- 
sioning the question of title does not arise.” But that applies in cases 
where the nature of the action is not changed by a plea arising on issue 
of title. 

This is analogous to a special proceeding for partition in which, if the 
allegation of ownership is not denied, the lines laid out are an adjudi- 
cation between the parties, subject only to a change of the dividing lines 
on appeal, but after judgment the partitioners are estopped to deny each 
other’s title. Partition is a proceeding to establish boundary lines, but 
if title is not denied the judgment cannot be impeached by a party for 
defect of title, and if title is denied in the answer the cause is trans- 
ferred to the Superior Court and “becomes substantially an action of 
ejectment and subject to all the rules of law applicable to such trials.” 
Alexander v. Gibbon, 118 N. C., 796; Huneycutt v. Brooks, 116 N. C., 
788; Purvis v. Wilson, 50 N. C., 20; Bullock v, Bullock, 131 N. C., 29. 

This is the same view which this Court has taken of this special pro- 
ceeding -“to establish boundary”’—commonly called “Processioning’— 
in all the decisions since Laws 1903, ch. 566, now Rev., 717. At the 
next term (August, 1903), in Parker v. Taylor, 133 N. C., 103, the 
Court stated that the purpose of the act is to furnish a cheap and speedy 
mode of establishing a boundary “between adjoining proprietors who do 
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not question each other’s title to their respective tracts,” but that, like 

a special proceeding in partition, “if an issue as to title 1 is raised by the 
answer,” the cause should be “transmitted to the Court at term, thence- 
forward to be proceeded in as if originally brought to determine the 
issue of title as in an action of ejectment.” That case is cited as au- 
thority in Smith v. Johnson, 187 N. C., 48. In Stanaland v. Rabon, 

140 N. C., 202, it was held that in a special proceeding under 
(70) the processioning act, when an issue as to title is raised in the 

pleading, the cause should be transferred to the Court at term 
for trial, and that the Court erred in dismissing the proceeding. In 
Davis v. Wall, at this term, 142 N. C., 450, the above three cases are 
cited, and it is said: “It is true that a processioning proceeding is for 
a settlement of a boundary line, title not being involved, but if the de- 
fendant therein denies the title of the plaintiff as well as the location of 
the boundary line, wpon the issue of title thus raised the case would be 
transferred to the Court at term for trial and tried as if the action had 
been originally brought to the term of Court, just as when an issue of 
title is raised in proceedings for partition.” 

The practice is thus simple and is well settled, and conforms to the 
statute, Rev., 717, and to the practice in all other special proceedings, 
By the denial of the allegation in the complaint that the plaintiff 1s 
“owner in fee,” the action became in effect a civil action assimilated to 
an action to quiet title, Laws 1893, ch. 6, now Revisal, 1589, and should 
have been tried at term according to the practice and rules governing 
such trials. There is no formal order in the record transferring the 
issues for trial at term, but it was in fact transferred, since it was tried 
there, and if objection had been made on that account, the Clerk was 
in the courtroom and the Judge could and would have ordered an amend- 
ment nunc pro tunc to perfect the record. 

The first issue was, “Is the plaintiff the owner and in possession of the 
tract of land described in the complaint?” His Honor erred in instruct- 
ing the jury that “If they believed the evidence you will answer the first 
issue ‘Yes.’ ”’ -He was doubtless misled by the provision in Revisal, 326, 
that “Occupation of land constitutes ownership for the purpose of this 
section.” But, as we have seen, “the purpose of that section” is to “set- 

tle a boundary,” when there is no denial in the answer, or the 
(71) denial is merely of the location thereof. But when the denial 

extends to plaintiffs title also, and the case is transferred to 
the term of Court for “trial on all the issues raised,” Rev., 717, the 
action becomes substantially a civil action to quiet title, Rev., 1589, and 
is governed by the rules appertaining thereto. It devolved upon the 
plaintiff to make out his title as well as his boundary, and possession 
ceased to be sufficient proof of ownership when ownership was denied. 
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His Honor also erred in instructing the jury that “If they should find 
from the greater weight of the evidence in this case that the original 
and true line between the plaintiff and defendant is as claimed by de- 
fendant, then you will answer this issue (as to boundary) in his favor.” 
This was, in effect, telling the jury that the issue could not be answered 
in the defendant’s favor unless they found the greater weight on his 
side. The burden of proof is on the plaintiff to establish the line con- 

tended for by her. Hill v. Dalton, 136 N. C., 339; 8. ¢., 140 N. C., 9. 
There are other errors, but we need not consider them as they are not 
likely to oceur again when the case goes back to be tried, “as if 1t were 
an action to quiet title originally brought to the term of. Court.” Parker 
v. Taylor, 1383 N. C., 108; Davis v. Wall, 142 N. C., 450. 

The special proceeding for “processioning” is and will remain a cheap 
and speedy method of settling a boundary where only the boundary is 
in question, and should be encouraged. When an issue of title is raised 
‘by the answer, instead of throwing the costs upon the plaintiff and 
forcing him to bring a new action to term time, the case being already 
in the Superior Court before the Clerk, the statute converts it into an 
action to quiet title and transfers it to the term of Court for trial, to the 
economy of time and expense. 


Error. 


Waker, J. I concur in the conclusion of, the Court, and (72) 
also in its opinion, to this extent: Jt seems to me that in pro- 
cessioning proceedings, unless perhaps both parties claim under a paper 
title, it will be difficult if not impossible to confine the investigation re- 
quired to the mere location of the dividing line. When both parties 
claim by right of possession, or one by a paper title and the other by 
adverse possession, it will become necessary in the large majority, if not 
all, of the cases to ascertain the nature and extent of the possession and, 
even in the case of a claim under a paper title, the true location of 
corners and of other boundaries, as preliminary to the location of the 
dividing line which is in dispute. So that it may, speaking generally, 
be safely said that the title to the land is not involved in such a pro- | 
ceeding, but that means that it is not directly involved, for in many 
cases, as we have already shown, it may become incidentally one of the 
questions or issues in: the case, which must be decided before the main 
issue as to the location of the dividing line can be determined. The 
illustration put by the Chief Justice is an apt one. I refer to the case 
of a partition proceeding. There the question of title is not necessarily 
involved, but it may become necessary upon a plea of sole seczin to de- 
termine first how the parties stand with reference to the title before de- 
ciding whether they are tenants in common and entitled to partition. 
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Tt is a preliminary question which must be settled before the relief 
prayed can be granted, A partition proceeding will very often run into 
an action of ejectment, and the same may be said of a processioning 
proceeding. In the latter case the ownership of the land on either side 

of the alleged disputed line, which is a prerequisite to the right of having 
the land processioned, cannot always be determined by mere occupancy, 
but often will require an investigation of the title, as in other cases 
where the issue is not primarily involved. 


Cited: Green v. Williams, 144 N. C., 63 ; Cole v. Seawell, 152 N. C., 
350; Brown v. Hutchinson, 155 N. C., 207. 





(73) 


HICKS v. MANUFACTURING CO. 
(Filed 18 November, 1906.) 


Master ang Servant—Defective Machinery—Negligence—Contributory Negli- 
, gence—Evidence. 


1. In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained in 
endeavoring to clean out a machine, where he testified that he was in- 
jured by reason of a defective machine of which he had no notice, and 
that if the machine had been in proper condition there was no danger to 
be reasonably apprehended from cleaning it in the manner testified to, 
the Court committed no error in refusing to nonsuit plaintiff. | 

2, In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained in 
endeavoring to clean out a machine, where defendant offered evidence to 
show that the machine was a standard one and was superseding the old 
machines, and that the opening, by reason of which plaintiff's hand was 
injured, was not a defect, but a part of the structural plan of the machine, 
and plaintiff alleged that the old machine which he had hitherto used 
afforded complete protection, and if the defendant had installed a differ- 
ent machine which created an additional danger, it was its duty to warn 
him of -this condition, an instruction, that if the jury found the new 
machine differed in this respect from the old ones and that plaintiff did. 
not know of the opening and could not have known of it by the exercise 
of ordinary care, and was put to work on the new machine without 
notice of its condition, then the defendant would be guilty of negligence, 
was addressed to the duty of the defendant to warn the plaintiff, and 
did not make any particular machine the arbitrary standard of excellence. 


Aotion by Joseph Hicks against Naomi Falls Manufacturing Com- 
pany, heard by Ferguson, J., and a jury at the June Term, 1906, of 
GUILFORD. | 

There was verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant 


excepted and appealed. ; 
2. 
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R. C. Strudwick for the plaintiff. 
W. P. Bynum, Jr., Cabell, Talley & Cabell and G. 8S. Ferguson, Jr., 
for the defendant. : 


(74) 

Hox, J. This cause was before the Court on a former ap- 
peal, and will be found reported in 1388 N. C., 319. Pursuant to the 
order then made a new trial was had, and the case, under the charge of 
the Court, was submitted to the jury on the usual and ordinary issues 
in actions of this character. 

On the trial below the plaintiff, among other things, claimed and 
testified that at the time of the injury he was an employee of defendant, 
at work in the lapper-room; that these machines were encased in a cov- 
ering, and their operation in the process of cleaning cotton was ex- 
plained to the Court and the jury by means of a model exhibited at the 
time of the examination; that when plaintiff first. went to work there 
were three machines in the room, two Atherton and one Whiting. In 
a month or so another machine was installed, known as the Kitson, and 
plaintiff wag injured in endeavoring to clean out this machine. 

Plaintiff further testified that he had worked at this particular em- 
ployment at this and other mills for several years; and in all properly 
constructed machines, and all that plaintiff had ever examined, there was 
underneath the covering a screen made by slats from 4g to 44 inch 
apart, and extending from the mote-box, which was on the floor of the 
lapper-room, clear around to the feed-roll, the point where the cotton 
entered the machine; and these slats were well-nigh a complete protec- 
tion for any one cleaning the machine from the beaters of the machine 
as it revolved. That at the time of the injury, plaintiff was endeavor- 
ing to clean out the machine, when his hand was caught by the beater 
and severely injured; and this was caused by reason of the fact that one 
of the slats in this Kitson machine was missing, thus preventing the 
screen from offering the complete protection which it would otherwise 
have done. 3 

On question and answer, the examination of the witness on this point 
was as follows: : 

Q. What were you doing when you were hurt? A. I was (75) 
cleaning out the motes. | | | 

Q. How were you cleaning them out? A. With my hands. I raked 
out what I could with my hands; then I had to stick my head and 
shoulders in to reach back there. | 

Q. I will ask you if there was any danger in cleaning out this machine 
while same was running if slats were all in place? A. No, sir. 

Q. Why? A. There was no other place for me to be hurt. 
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Q. I will ask you if these screens fully composed of the slats would 
have protected you, whether running or not? A. Yes, sir. | 


Q. Was there any danger of putting part of your person in there if 


all the slats had been there? A. No, sir. | 

Q. What, then, was the cause of your being injured? Missing 
slat. 

Plaintiff further testified that he had never examined this machine 
or raised the covering, having no occasion to do so, and was not aware 
of any defect in it till some time after the injury, when he went back 
and examined the machine, and found the slat missing, as stated. — 

There was evidence of the defendant to the effect that the machine 
was: a standard machine, approved and in general use, and was in no 
way detective: that plaintiff had negligently exposed himself to injury 
by the nnvsnal manner in which he was endeavoring to clean the ma- 
chine at the time, etc. 

- On the argument here it was earnestly urged by counsel that defend- 
ant having supplied plaintiff with a standard, up-to-date machine, there 
was no fault imputable to defendant by reason of this injury; and it was 
further contended that plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence 
by the unusual and uncalled-for method by which he was endeavoring to 
clean out the motes. 
The fallacy of these positions rests in this: they both assume 
(76) that the evidence offered by defendant is true or was uncon- 
tradicted, whereas the plaintiff, as we have seen, testified that he 
was injured by reason of a defective machine of which he had no notice; 
and, secondly, if the machine had been in proper condition there was no 
danger to be reasonably apprehended from cleaning the machine in the 


manner testified to. If this be true, there was a right of action, and his 


Honor committed no error in refusing to nonsuit plaintiff on defendant? 8 


motion. 
Defendant further alleges for error the portion of the charge pointed 
out in exception 13, as follows: 


“If you shall find from the evidence, by the greater weight, that the | 


defendant removed the Whiting machine and placed the Kitson ma- 
chine in its place, and that the slats of the Whiting were so arranged 
that the plaintiff, in getting out the motes from the mote-box, and he 
claims that the slats between that and the beater were so arranged that 
he could not get his hand through it, that the spaces were so close to- 


gether that there was not sufficient space that his hand could go through, 


and you further find from the evidence, by its greater weight, that the 
Kitson machine, upon which he was hurt, was put in the place of the 
Whiting machine, and should further find from the evidence that in 
_ the Kitson machine the space between the upper slat was sufficient for 
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the hand of the plaintiff to have gone through, and should further find «— 
that the plaintiff didn’t know of this space in the Kitson lapper, and 
could not have known of it by the exercise of ordinary care in doing 
and performing the duties required of him, and he was put to work on_ 
that Kitson machine without any notice of the condition of the slats or 
space, then I charge you that the deefndant would be guilty of negli- 
gence, and it would be your duty to find, if you find that the plaintiff 
was injured on account of the negligence of the defendant, to answer 
the first issue ‘Yes.’ ” 

Defendant contends that this charge erroneously fixes upon the 
Whiting machine as the standard of excellence; whereas the (77) 
standard is such machines as are approved and in general use. 

But we do not think this a correct interpretation of his Honor’s charge. 

Defendant was contending, and had offered evidence to show, that 
the Kitson was a standard machine that was coming in and superseding 
the old machines, and that the opening, by reason of which plaintiff’s 
hand was injured, was not on account of a missing slat, but was a part 
of the structural plan of the machine. 

Plaintiff, in reply, had alleged that in the machines which he had 
hitherto 11804, the Atherton and Whiting, the slats or screens afforded 
complete protection to the operator engaged in cleaning them; and if 
defendant had caused a new and different machine to be installed which 
created an additional danger, it was the duty of the employer to warn 
plaintiff of this condition, and not direct him to go on and clean the 
same when in motion, as he had been doing the others. 20 A. and E., 
96, 

The charge of the Court pointed out by this exception was addressed 
to this feature of negligence imputed to defendant, and did not, and was 
not intended to, make any particular machine an arbitrary standard of 
excellence. 

Under a charge free from error, the jury have accepted the plaintiff’s 
version of the occurrence; and this being true, the plaintiff has a clear 
cause of action, and the judgment must be Peet 


No error. 
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(78) | 
BILES v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 18 November, 1906.) 


Railroads— Rules of Employment—A brogation—Defective Appliances—Neg- 
ligence—Contributory Negligence—Assumption of Risk—Pellow- servant 
Act—Nonsuit. 


1. In an action against a railroad for damages for personal injuries, an in- 
struction that “if the jury found that the rule which was offered by the 
defendant was habitually violated to the knowledge of the defendant or 
of those who stood towards the plaintiff in the position of vice-principals, 
or if they found that the rule was so frequently and openly violated for 
such a length of time that the defendant could, by the exercise of ordi- 
nary care, have ascertained that it was being violated, the rule is consid- 
ered in law as being abrogated, and would have no effect upon the acts 
of the plaintiff,’ was correct. 

2. On a motion for nonsuit, or its counterpart, the direction of a verdict, the 
evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true, and construed in the 
light most favorable to him. 

3. In an action against a railroad company for damages for personal injuries, 
where the plaintiff’s evidence shows that he was at the time of the injury 
at the usual position on the step provided for the purpose on the pilot of 
the engine by order of his superiors and in the necessary performance 
of his duties, and that he was thrown on the track and injured because 
the engine did not have the usual hand-hold along the pilot beam, and 
that he did not know it was lacking when he got on, and was guilty of 
no carelessness in his personal conduct, his right of action is established. 

4. In an action for negligence against a railroad company operating in this 
State, the defense of working on in the presence of a defective appliance 
or machine, usually dealt with under the head of assumption of risk, has 
been eliminated by the Fellow-servant Act; but if, apart from the ele- 
ment of assumption of risk, the plaintiff in his own conduct has been 
careless in a manner which amounts to contributory negligence, his 
action fails, except in extraordinary and imminent cases like those of 
Greenlee and Troxter. 


Agron by David Biles against Seaboard Air Line Railway Company, 
heard by Moore, J., and a jury, at the February Term, 1906, of Anson. 
The three ordinary issues in actions of this character were 


(79) submitted. | 
There was verdict and judgment for plaintiff, af defendant 


excepted and appealed. 


J. A. Lockhart and H. H. McLendon for the plaintiff. 
J. D. Shaw, Adams, Jerome & Armfield and Murray Allen for the 
defendant. - 


Hoxr, J. This case was before the Court on a former appeal, and’ 
will be found reported in 139 N. C., 528. 

The facts supporting the claim of plaintiff are substantially similar 
to those disclosed in the former appeal. 
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There was much testimony on the part of defendant contradicting © 
the evidence offered by plaintiff; but the jury have accepted the plain- 
tiff’s version of the occurrence, and we find no error which gives the 
defendant any just ground of complaint. | 

There was some additional testimony offered on the present trial as 
to the existence. or non-existence of a rule on the part of the defendant 
forbidding the plaintiff to take a position on the pilot of the engine. 
This was submitted to the jury and found against defendant under the 
following charge (after correctly charging as to the effect of such a rule, 
if the same existed): 

“If the jury find from the evidence that the rule which was offered 
by the defendant was habitually violated, to the knowledge of the de- 
fendant, or of those who stood towards the plaintiff in the position 
of vice-principals, or if the jury find from the evidence that the rule 
was so frequently and openly viclated for such a length of time that the 
defendant could, by the exercise of ordinary care, have ascertained that 
it was being violated, the Court charges you that if you find these to be 
the facts, the rule is considered in law as being abrogated, and would 
have no effect upon the acts of the plaintiff.” 

This charge is in compliance with our former decision, and we 
still think it declares the correct doctrine on the question. ~ (80) | 

The only objection seriously urged upon the argument here 
was that the Judge should have instructed the jury that on the entire 
evidence, if believed, they should answer the issue as to contributory : 
negligence in favor of the defendant. 

This would be, in effect, to sustain defendant’s motion to nonsuit; 
and as said by Douglas, Judge, in Coley v. Rh. R., 129 N. C., at page 
413: “It is well settled that on a motion for nonsuit, or its counter- 
part, the direction of a verdict, the evidence for the plaintiff must be 
accepted as true, and construed in the light most favorable to him.” 

Applying this rule to the facts before us, we are of opinion that the 
position contended for by defendant cannot be sustained. 

The plaintiff, among other things, testified as before, that he was an 
employee working on a freight train of defendant, and was known as 
the “front train hand”; that on the night of 29 November, 1902, as this 
train was going into the yard at Hamlet, N. C., he was injured by having 
his foot run over and crushed by the engine of the train on which he 
was working; that it was a part of plaintifi’s duties at such times to 
keep a lookout in front of the engine, that he might change the switches, 
when required, for the proper moving of the train and to protect his 
train from loose cars which might be on the track; and in order to be 
ready to perform his duties efficiently the proper placing was on the 
pilot of the engine; that all the engines plaintiff had ever worked on to 
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this time had a step on the pilot for the use of the train hand, and also 
a hand-hold running around the beam of the pilot by which he could 
hold on with reasonable safety; and plaintiff was instructed, both by the 
engineers and conductors of freight trains, who had charge of the same, 
to take this position on the pilot when engaged in this duty. That all 

other hands did so when engaged in the work, and that an em- 
(81) ployee could not properly perform this duty, as it was required 
of him, in any other position. 

Stating the evidence on this point by aeet on and answer in the 
redirect examination, the evidence appears as follows: 

Q. When you entered a yard to change those switches, or daar 
those duties you had to perform, would the engineer stop for you to 
do it? : | 
~<A. No, sir; he would not stop for me to get off or on. They would 
not have a man they would have to stop for. They would curse him 
and turn him off. 

Witness further testified that on the night in question, as the train 
entered the yard at Hamlet, plaintiff had gone forward and changed the 
switch and came back to take his usual position on the pilot, the engine 
running along the track about as fast as a man could walk; that plain- 
tiff got on the engine, putting his foot on the step provided for the 
purpose; and after having taken this position, the engine made some 
jolt or eccentric movement caused by a depression of the track, or other- 
wise and plaintiff was thrown on the track in front, and his foot run 
over and crushed, as stated; that plaintiff was thrown because this en- 
gine did not have the usual hand-hold along the pilot beam; that it was 
on all the engines that plaintiff had ever worked on before, and plaintiff 
did not know it was lacking here when he got on, or he would not have 
done so. 

If this statement is accepted as ies the plaintiff, on general princi- 
ples applicable to cases of this character, would have a clear right of 
action, and there would seem to be no case of contributory noel cones 
presented. Certainly the Judge could not hold, as a matter of law, that 
plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence. 

Apart from this, it will be noted that there is no carelessness imputed 
to plaintiff here in his personal conduct, except that of working on in 

the presence of a defective appliance or machine, which, as 
(82) stated in a former opinion, has been usually dealt with under the 
| head of assumption of risk; and this defense, under our statute on 
the subject, as construed by the courts, has been eliminated i in cases of 
this character. | 

The statute, Private Laws 1897, ch. 56, sec. 1, provides that whenever 
an employee of a railroad company operating in the State is injured or 
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killed by reason of the negligence of ‘another employee, or by reason of 
any defect in machinery, way, or appliance, he shall have a right of 
action. 

Section 2 provides that any contract or agreement, re or im- 
plied, made by employee to walve the benefit of the general section 
shall be null and void. 

In Coley v. &. R., 128 N. G., 534, the Court held that assumption of 
risk, being in ‘its nature a contractual defense, was not open to defend- 
ant in a case of this kind, and a verdict and judgment for plaintiff was 
sustained. 

A reference to the faces of Coley’s case, stated in the opinion of the 
Chief Justice on page 534, will show that the cause was one in all its 
essential features exactly amiilar to the one before us; the only difference’ 
being that in Coley’s case the employee had taken the usual and cus- 
tomary position on the rear of a shifting engine which was moving 
backwards, and was thrown on the track and injured by reason of a 
defective engine in not having a grab-iron by which employees engaged 
in. that duty were accustomed to hold on and save themselves, while in 
the case before us the defect was in front of the engine, which was 
moving forward. In that case, too, a recovery was sustained, though 
the defect was known and gbserveds while here, the plaintiff testified 
that he did not know of the defect ; and the testimony does not disclose 
that he had any opportunity to notice the absence of the hand-hold till 
the emergency was upon him. In both cases, however, the employees 
had taken, or were endeavoring to take, the position they were required 
to take in the proper performance of their duties. 

_ As said in the present case, on the former appeal, this construc- 

tion of the statute “does not at all import that in cases of the (83) 
kind we are now considering the plaintiff is absolved from all 

care on his‘own part. Except in extraordinary and imminent cases, like 
those of Greenlee and Trowler, he is still required to act with that due 
care and circumspection which the presence of such conditions require. 
And, if apart from the element of assumption of risk, the plaintiff, in 
his own conduct, has been careless in a manner which amounts to con- 
tributory negligence, his action must fail.” 

We are referred by defendant to a large number of cases which seem 
to hold that it is negligence per se to take a position on the pilot of an 
engine, and more especially on that portion of it popularly known as 
the cow-catcher. But an examination of the facts of these cases will, 
in every instance, disclose that the injured person seeking redress had 
voluntarily taken such a position; and was either not an employee of 
the train at all, or was not required to take such a position in the neces- 
gary and proper performance of his duty. © 
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Thus, in Warden v. R. R., 94 Ala., p. 277, the plaintiff was a brake- 
man who had voluntarily taken his position on the pilot when no duty 
required him. to do so. 

Said McClellan, Judge: “It does not appear that he had any duties — 
to perform, or that any of his duties could be performed on the pilot 
crossbeam or cow-caicher, or that 1t was in any sense necessary for him 
to be on the crossbeam in front of the engine at any time.” 

In R. R. v. Jones, 95 U.S., p. 489, plaintiff was not an employee as a 
train hand, but had voluntarily taken a position on the pilot of an> 
engine when he had been warned against riding on the pilot and for- 
bidden to do so. The distinction is well brought out in a case from the 
Georgia Reports, quoted in one of the briefs (2. R. v. Myers, 112 Ga., 
237), as follows: 

“That such employee and others of his class had been in the 

(84) habit of riding on the locomotive, and that he, at the time of the 

catastrophe, was so doing with the knowledge of the conductor 

and engineer, and that this was in pursuance of a custom known to the 

officials of the company, did not render the above rule inapplicable, 

unless it further appeared that the deceased was on the locomotive in 

obedience to some order which he was bound to obey, or in the dis- 
charge of some duty which it was incumbent on him to perform.” 

As we have heretofore seen, the plaintiff’s evidence was to the effect 
that he was, at the time of the injury, on the pilot of the engine by order 
of his superiors and in the necessary performance of his duties; and 
having been injured by reason of a defective machine, and being guilty 
of no carelessness on his own part, peneee conduct, his right of action 
is established. 

There is no error in the record to the prejudice of defendant, and the 
judgment below is affirmed. 


No Error. 


Warxer, J. I concur in the conclusion of the Court, and also in the 
opinion, excopt as to the application of the doctrines of assumption of 
risk and contributory negligence and the true construction of the Act of 
1897. When an employee enters into the service of his employer, he 
assumes all of the ordinary risks of the master’s business when carefully 
conducted, and he does not assume any risks arising out of the employer’s 
negligence. When the employer is once convicted of negligence which 
proximately caused injury to his employee, he is liable for the conse- 
quential damages, and cannot relieve himself of this liability unless he 
is able to satisfy the jury by the greater weight of the evidence, the 
burden being upon him, that the employee by his own negligence con- 
tributed to the injury. When we get into the domain of negligence, we 
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‘have necessarily passed beyond the region of assumption of risk. 

The first is tortious and has nothing to do with the contract of (85) 
employment; the second is wholly contractural in its nature. 

When the employee enters into the service, he contracts to take upon 
himself all the risks which are incident to the employment and which 
his employer cannot avoid by the exereise of care. The risks which 
the employer can prevent by the use of care are not within the terms of 
the contract, and the liability of the master depends upon principles 
wholly unconnected with the law of the contract. The very fact that 
the employer’s negligence is, when generally considered, a breach of the 
duty impliedly enjoined by the contract, and therefore in a sense is a 
tort arising out of the contract, for which the employer is liable, but 
proves that the employee by the contract does not assume any such risk 
as that brought about by the employer’s negligence. As a clear illus- 
tration of the difference between the two principles, let us consider the 
case of a fellow-servant.. Before the Act of 1897, if a servant was 
injured by the negligence of a fellow-servant, the master was not liable, 
as that was regarded as one of the ordinary risks of the service which the 
servant assumed, upon the ground that the master, with the exercise of 
ever so much care, could not foresee that one of his servants would be 
negligent and thereby injure his fellow-servant. The servant was there- 
fore held to have assumed this risk as one incident to the service and 
which he had impliedly by his own contract agreed to assume. But if 
the master was shown to have been negligent in selecting the offending 
servant and associating him with the others in his employ, he was held 
liable for an injury to a fellow-servant proximately resulting from the 
negligence of the delinquent servant, precisely because this risk, newly 
created, was not within the implied contract of assumption, as the mas- 
ter’s own negligence had concurred with that of the servant in producing 
it. We might present examples indefinitely, which would thus point the 
distinction between the two doctrines and which would demon- 

strate beyond question that the line separating them is plainly (86) 
and distinctly marked. Upon no scientific principle, therefore, 

ean it be said that when a peril is caused by the negligence of the master, 
the servant assumes it. On the contrary, he is entitled to recover his 
damages unless the master can convict him of contributory negligence. 
The Act of 1897 (Revisal, sec. 2646) abolished assumption of risk so 
far as it related to the negligence of a fellow-servant, but no farther. 
Tt then left the lability of the employer for furnishing or maintaining 
defective machinery, ways or appliances, to his employees to be deter- 
mined by the general principles of the law of negligence, and certainly 
did not intend to make the employer liable absolutely and at all events, 
and in all cases, without regard to any question of negligence. This I 
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understand to be the construction which the act has received from this’ 
Court. In a certain class of cases, where the master, being a railroad 
company, neglects a primary duty to the servant and puts in his hand 
defective and unsafe appliances, by which the servant is injured, the 
master is held liable because of his neglect of a plain duty, which can- 
not be delegated (A. R. v. Herbert, 116 U. S., 642), and he will not be 
heard to plead his servant’s contributory negligence, unless he can show 
that the servant knew that the situation was so obviously dangerons as 
to charge him with reckless indifference to his own safety, the chances 
of danger and ‘probable injury being apparently greater than those 
of safety. Mlmore v. Rk. &., 182 N. C., 865. But these are excep- 
tional cases, and as to all not within the exception the general law of 
negligence applies. The difference between assumption of risk and 
contributory negligence is well stated and illustrated in R#. R. v. Fort, 
17 Wallace, 553; Hough v. &. R., 100 U. S., 2138; #. BR. vo. Herbert, 
supra; R. R. v. McDaniels, 107 U. S., 454, and it was discussed 
(87) and applied by this Court in Avery v. R. R., 137 N. C., 130. 
There have been expressions in some of the decisions of this 
Court to the effect that assumption of risk is but a species of contribu- 
tory negligence, but I think this confounds two things as distinct in 
their nature as they can possibly be, and is apt sooner or later to intro- 
duce confusion and uncertainty into the law. | | 
This case can well be decided upon principles in the law of negli- 
gence, and seems to be governed by the case of Springs v. R. f., 130. 
N. C., 186. In that case the plaintiff had stood on the pilot of the 
engine while in the performance of his duties and while the train was 
in motion, although it appeared that he was acting under orders in doing 
so. He frequently stepped on and off the pilot while the train was mov- 
ing, without objection from the company or any of its servants in 
authority over him, and once while stepping from the pilot his foot was 
caught between the slats and he was thrown to the ground and injured. 
The Court held the company liable under the circumstances, citing 
Thomas v. R. R., 129 N. C., 892; Cogdell v. R. R., tbid., 398, and Coley 
v. R. R., ibid., 407, as covering all the points made in the case upon the 
question of negligence and contributory negligence. . 


Brown, J., concurs in the concurring opinion. 


Cited: Dermid v. R. R., 148 N. C., 197; Horton v. R. K., 162 N.C., 
439, | 
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| (88) 
BARRETT v. BREWER. 
(Filed 18 November, 1906.) 


Infants—Adverse _Posséssion—Possession by Father—Presumption—Evi- 
dence—Hzceptions and Objections—Instructions—Motion toe Dismiss. 


1. In an action of ejectment, where the sister of plaintiffs, who held a deed 
for a tract of land, died in infancy without ever having entered on the 
land, and thereafter their father, who lived on a different tract, took 
possession of the land and held it until his death, when the plaintiffs 
entered into possession: Held, the father will not be presumed to have 
entered in behalf of his children, where there was no evidence that he 
professed to do so, and none that they had any title, but at most only 
color of title, and his possession will not inure to them so as to perfect 
any colorable title they may have had as against a stranger. 


2. An appellant is not bound to except to an instruction when there is no evi-. ° 


dence to warrant it, and he has already moved to dismiss the action. 


ACTION by R. A. Barrett and others against Robert Brewer and others, 


heard by Ward, J., and a jury, at the April Term, 1906, of Monr- 


GOMERY. | | 
The plaintiffs brought this action to recover possession of a tract of. 


land and damages for withholding the same. They introduced a deed 


* 


from Alexander McQueen to George Bryant, dated 8 February, 1862, 
and a deed from George Bryant to Josephine Barrett, dated 5 February, 
1870. These deeds covered the land in dispute. Plaintiffs then proved 
that Josephine Barrett who was their sister was born in 1864 and died © 
in 1872 without ever having entered upon the land, and that the plain- 
tiff R. A. Barrett was born in 1866, J. D. Barrett in 1872, Charlotte | 
McArthur in 1873 or 1874, Ruhamah McNeill in 187 6, ‘and Mary 
L. Barrett in 1887 or 1888, and it appears that Maud M. Barrett 
and R. G. Barrett, are now minors and appear in this action by their 
next friend, U. L. Barrett. All of said plaintiffs are the children 

of Robert W. Barrett, and lived with their father at his home on (89) 
another tract of land, until his death, which occurred in the year 

1897. Evidence was then introduced by the plaintiffs tending to show 
that their father took possession of the land in controversy in 1881 or 


1882 and cut timber on it or worked the trees for turpentine by himself _ 


or his tenants until his death in 1897, when the plaintiff R. A. Barrett 
entered into possession for himself and his co-plaintiffs and had timber 
cut on the land. That there was no part of the land cleared prior to 


- 1897, when R. W. Barrett died. The defendants introduced a grant 


from the State to the defendant Frank Brewer and H. A. Johnson, dated 
15 October, 1891, and a deed from the grantee, H. A. Johnson, to ©. A. 
Brewer, who was one of the defendants, and they claimed title under the 
grant and deed which covered the land. They also introduced evidence 
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tending to show that R. W. Barrett and the plaintiffs after him did not, 
as the plaintiffs alleged and attempted to prove, have adverse possession 
of the land, but that they, and those claiming under and for them, had 
been in the adverse possession of it since the grant was issued in 1891 
and had cleared and cultivated a part of it and worked the trees for 
turpentine. That they ousted Martin Black, the tenant of Robert W. 
Barrett. | | 

The defendants’ counsel moved, at the close of the plaintiffs’ testi- 
mony and again at the close of all the testimony, to dismiss the action 
under the statute. Their motion was overruled, and they excepted. 
Defendants’ counsel also requested the Court to ‘charge, among other 
things, that if the jury believed the evidence they should find that the 
- land belonged to Frank Brewer and H. A. Johnson in October, 1891. 
- Thts instruction was refused and they again excepted. 

The Court charged the jury as to what was required in this State to 

constitute title to land and explained to the jury what is meant 
( 90) by adverse possession, and further explained, as the case states, 
“the force and bearing of Robert W. Barrett taking possession 

_ for his children,” to which there was no exception. It does not appear, 
though, what his Honor said in this connection. The Court further 
instructed the jury that the possession of Robert W. Barrett prior to 
the date of the State grant, 15 October, 1891, could not be considered, 
but only the possession of the plaintiffs, if they had any, since that — 
time; and then told the jury if they found that the plaintiffs had been 
in adverse possession of the land under color of title from 15 October, 
1891, to the spring of the year 1899, they should answer the first issue, 
as to the ownership and right to the possession of the land, “Yes.” The — 
usual issues in ejectment were submitted. There was a verdict for the 
plaintiffs, and the defendants moved for a new trial upon exceptions 
taken to the several rulings of the Court as to evidence, the refusal to 
give instructions and the instructions given, and also to the refusal to 
nonsuit the plaintiffs. The motion was denied and judgment entered 
upon the verdict; whereupon the defendants excepted and appealed. 


“U. L. Spence for the plaintiff. 
J. A. Spence and &. T. Poole for the defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: It was conceded that if the 
plaintiffs’ counsel cannot avail themselves of their father’s possession of 
the land, they cannot recover. The argument before us in this case 
indicated that the Court had charged the jury to presume that Robert 
W. Barrett went into possession of the land and held it for his minor 
children, because during the time of his occupancy they lived together 
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as members of the same family, and as he was their father and therefore 
_ was under the duty and obligation to look after all their affairs, and as 
they had color ‘of title. We do not think this proposition can be sus- 
tained, and after diligent search we have not been able to find 
apy authority sustaining it; and yet it must be upheld in order (91) 
to affirm the judgment, as there is no evidence that the father | 
actually took possession of the land for his children. Indeed, the testi- 
mony tends to show that he was acting for himself. In Campbell v. 
Everhart, 139 N. C., 517, we stated, incidentally though not decisively, 
the peneral rule to be that, as between persons occupying parental or 
filial relations, the possession of one is presumed to be permissive and 
not adverse to the other who holds the title. But in that case the par- 
ties were living together as one family on the same tract of land, it 
being the locus in quo, while here the plaintiffs did not live with their 
father on the land in dispute, but on a different tract and, as stated in 
the argument, in another county. It may also be said that in that case 
the controversy was one between the father and his children, and the 
question presented was whether the father’s possession was adverse to 
the children so as to have the effect of barring their right by the lapse of 
time, while here the dispute is between the children and a stranger, the - 
former claiming by virtue of the alleged adverse possession of their 
father. Clark v. Trindle, 52 Pa. St., 492; Allen v. Allen, 58 Wis., 
202; McDougal v. Bradford, 80 Tex., 558. The two cases are therefore 
entirely different. Here Josephine Barrett had a deed for the land 
which constituted color of title. She did not enter under this deed, and 
died at the age of eight years. The plaintiffs were not in actual posses- 
sion of the land prior to the death of their father in 1897. They 
therefore had no title under which he could rightfully enter as their 
agent or trustee, but at the most only color of title, provided that they 
acquired ‘the right to claim under the deed to their sister, Josephine 
Barrett, by virtue of descent cast, she not having had any seizin during 
her lifetime. 

The case, therefore, presents this question: Will the father be pre- 
sumed to have entered in behalf of his children, when there is 
no evidence that he professed to do so, and none that they had (92) 
any title, but at most only color, which would make his entry a 
trespass from the start? Is he presumed to have trespassed on an- 
other’s land and to have subjected himself to a suit for damages by the 
true owner in order to ripen the colorable title of his children into a 
good and perfect one by continuing to hold the possession a sufiicient 
length of time for that purpose? We think this would be pushing the 
doctrine of presumption a great way, and that the father cannot under 
the given circumstances be presumed to have been acting for his chil- 
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dren. He may be in a certain sense their natural guardian or protector, 
but no such duty as that supposed can be held to rest upon him. His 
possession commenced by disseizin, and if it had continued long enough 
it might have ripened into a good title, but it would have been a title 
which accrued to him, and not to his children. | 

When there is a mixed possession by several persons the law adjudges - 
the legal seizin to be in him who has the title. Hall v. Powell, 4 Serg. 
'& R., 465; Langdon v. Potter, 3 Mass., 219; Codman v. Wmsiow, 10 
wbid., 151; Com. v. Dudley, tbid., 408; Cheney v. Ringgold, 2 Har. & J. 
(Md.), 87-94; Newell on Ejectment, p. 366. But no-such case 1s pre- 
sented here, as the possession was taken and maintained by the father 
_ apparently for himself, and besides, during the time he was in possession 
of the land the plaintiffs did not have the title, nor were they the owners 
of it, but they had merely a deed to their sister, which they claimed to - 
be eolor of title. 

We held in Francis v. Reeves, 137 N. C., 269, that there is no presump- 
tion that the husband is the agent of his wife a acting for her, and we 
do not see why we should hold that the father is the agent of his children 
and acting for them when he takes possession of land and commits a 
_ trespass in doing so. Is there anything in the relation of parent and 

child which casts the duty upon him of committing a trespass in 

(93) their behalf so as to raise a presumption that in such a case he 

| is acting for them? We think not. There being no evidence 

that Robert Barrett was acting for his children and none from which 

such an inference should be drawn, his possession did not inure to them 
so as to perfect any colorable title they may have had. 

The defendants were not bound to except to the instruction as to ‘the 
“foree and bearing of R. W. Barreti’s possession for his children,” as 
there was no evidence to warrant the same, and they had already moved 
_to dismiss the action. | | 

The Court should, therefore, have granted the defendant’s motion to 
nonsuit the plaintiffs under the statute, and in refusing to do so there 
was error, for which the judgment i 18 reversed and the action dismissed. 


Reversed. 
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HODGIN vy. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 13 November, 1906.) 


Jurors—Qualification—Freeholders—Chailenges to Jurors—Harmless Error— 
Railroads—Crossings—Watchmen—Oare Required. 


1. A juror who owns no land, but whose wife is seized of a fee and has chil- 
dren by him, is a freeholder, and eligible as a juror. 


3. Where the jury found an issue in favor of the appellant, it is unnecessary 
an exception thereto cannot avail the plaintiff, as he did not exhaust his 
peremptory challenges. 


3. Where the jury found an issue in favor of the appellant, it is unnecessary 
to consider the exceptions to the evidence and charge which bear only 
upon that issue. 


4, In an action for injuries received at a railroad crossing, where there was 
evidence tending to prove that the railroad company kept a flagman sta- 
tioned at this crossing for the purpose of warning passers-by, and that 
plaintiff knew’ of this custom, and that when he got near the crossing he 
looked for the watchman, but saw none, the Court did not err in refus- 
ing to charge at plaintiff’s request that he had a right to cross the track 
under the circumstances, and was absolved from the usual duty of look- 
ing and listening. 


5. When a watchman is stationed at a crossing to give warning, the traveler 
who sees the watchman in his place has the right to rely on him for pro- 
tection, but when he discovers that the watchman is absent from his post 
of duty he is put on his guard at once, and must exercise ordinary care 
to protect himself from injury. He should then look and listen for 
passing trains. 

(94) 


Action by James A. Hodgin by his next friend, G. A. Hodgin, against 
the Southern Railway Company, heard by Moore, J., and a jury, at the 
August Term, 1906, of GuILrorp. 

This was an action to recover damages foe injuries received by plain- 
tiff from a collision with defendant’s train at a crossing. The Court 
submitted the issues of negligence, contributory negligence and damage. 
The jury found the issue of contributory negligence against the plaintiff. 

From the judgment rendered, plaintiff appealed. 


John A. Barringer for the plaintiff. 
King & Kimball for the defendant. 


Brown, J. One of the jurors was challenged by defendant upon the 
ground that he was not a freeholder. The challenge was allowed, and 
plaintiff excepted. The juror owned no land, but his wife was seized of 
a fee and had children by her husband. While the Constitution, Art. 
X, sec. 6, has wrought very material and far-reaching changes as to the 
rights and dominion of the wife over her separate property, it seems, 
nevertheless, to have been held by this Court that the husband still has 
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what is termed an “interest” in her land which constitutes him techni- 
cally a freeholder. 

In Thompson v. Wiggins Mr. Justice Clark sald of the husband: 

“By reason of such bare seizin he is still a freeholder and as_ 
(95) such has always been deemed eligible as a juror in those cases in 
which being a freeholder is a qualification.” 109 N. C., 510. — 

Although it is said in Walker v. Long, 109 N. C., 510, that the hus- 
band has no estate in his wife’s land until after her death, being intes- 
tate, yet Mr. Justice Merrimon says “but he has an interest as tenant 
by the curtesy initiate,’ and cites Thompson v. Wiggins. The same 
case is also cited with approval by Mr. Justice Avery in Jones v. 
Coffey, 109 N. C., 518. 

While much may be said to the ones we think it best to adhere 
to the former decisions of the Court. 

The exception, however, cannot be sacs nell and will avail the plain- 
tiff nothing, as he did not exhaust his peremptory challenges. S. v. 
Teachey, 188 N. C., 592; S. v. McDowell, 123 N. C., 768; S. v. Hensley, 
94 N. C., 1021. We, however, notice the matter briefly in order to set 
’ it at rest. ; | 
Inasmuch as the jury found the issue of negligence in favor of the | 
plaintiff, it is unnecessary to consider the numerous exceptions in the 
record to. the admission and rejection of evidence, and to the charge of 
the Court, which bear only upon that issue. 

The only exception we deem it necessary to notice relates to the 
charge of the Court upon the issue of contributory negligence. 

The defendant offered evidence tending to prove that plaintiff had 
been to Greensboro on horseback and was returning home about 11 
o’clock at night; that as he approached the railroad crossing he did not 
pay any attention or exercise any care; that he had been drinking and 
was under the influence of liquor, and either ran into a passing train or 
else the train ran into him. There was evidence tending to prove that 

the company had kept a flagman stationed immediately at this 
(96) crossing for the purpose of warning passers-by, and that plain- 

tiff knew of this custom. It is stated in appellant’s brief, and 
is in evidence, that when plaintiff got near the railroad crossing he 
looked for the watchman, but saw none. It is contended by the plain- 
tiff that as he looked for the usual watchman and saw none, he had a 
right to cross the track and was absolved from the usual duty of look- 
ing and listening, and that his Honor erred in refusing to so charge. 
For this position plaintiff relies upon Russell v. R. R., 118 N. C., 1109. 
We do not think the citation gives any support to plaintiff’s contention. 

We do not gainsay the proposition that where a railroad company - 
keeps gates at a crossing for the protection of the aa and ‘the 
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gates are opened, it 1s an invitation to enter and cross the track. 
The company then assumes the care and protection of the passers. But 
if the passer sees when he gets near the track that the usual gates are 
gone, he is at once put on his guard, and he should look and listen for 
passing trains before crossing. The same rule applies when a watchman 
is stationed at the crossing to give warning. ‘The traveler who sees the 
watchman in his place has the right to rely on him for protection, but 
when he discovers that the watchman is absent from his post of duty, 
he is put on his guard at once, and must exercise ordinary care to protect 
himself from injury. He should himself then look dnd listen for pass- 
ing trains. It is true the watchman is guilty of negligence when he 
deserts his post, but when this negligence was discovered by plaintiff 
it made it all the more incumbent upon him to look and listen for 
his own protection, for he had ample time to do so. There would be 
more in plaintiff’s contention had he proceeded to cross the track before 
he discovered that the watchman was absent, relying upon the protection 
which he supposed the watchman was giving him. | 

We have examined his Honor’s charge, and especially that portion 
relating to contributory negligence. In explaining to the jury 
the relative rights and duties of railroad companies and travelers (97) 
at surface-crossings, his Honor quoted extensively from Mr. Jus- 
tice Bradley's lucid opinion in Improvement Company v. Stead, 95 U. 
S., 161. The charge is also fully sustained by the principles laid down 
in Norton v. Railroad, 122 N. C., 928; Cooper v. Railroad, 140 N. C., 
209; Parker v. Railroad, 86 N. C., 221; Richmond v. Chicago, 87 Mich., 
374, and Merrigan v. Railroad, 154 Mass., 189. 

The judgment of the Superior Court is 


Affirmed. 


Cited: 8S. v. Bohanon, 142 N. C., 697; Sipe v. Herman, 161 N. C., 
oi: | a | 





TYPEWRITER COMPANY v. HARDWARE COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 November, 1906.) 


Contracts—Collateral Agreements—Parol Evidence—Principal and Agent. 
Admissions—Instructions—Harmless Error. 


1. It is competent to show, by oral evidence, a collateral agreement as to how 
an instrument for the payment of money should in fact be paid, though 
the instrument is in writing and the promise it contains is to pay in so 
many dollars. | 

2. A statement made by the agent of plaintiff, at the time he took the order, 
as to what the contract was and as a part of the transaction, -is binding 
upon the principal. F 
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8. In an action on a written contract, where the defendant set up as a defense 
certain verbal stipulations, and the jury by their verdict have accepted - 
the existence of the verbal stipulations, the fact that the Court annexed 
to it a qualification not required by the law to make it a valid defense is 
not error of which plaintiff can complain. 


Action by Smith Premier Typewriter Company against Rowan 
Hardware Company, heard on appeal from a justice of the peace by 
Justice, J., at the June Special Term, 1906, of Rowan. 

Plaintiff sued on a written order given by defendant to plain- 
(98) tiff for a typewriter at the price of $102.50, and dated 28 April, 
1905, the trade having been negotiated through one B. W. Allen, 

who was at ‘the time a traveling salesman and agent of plaintiff. 

Defendant admitted having placed this order in writing signed by 
defendant, and averred by way of defense that at the time the order 
was given, and as a part of the contract, the agent, Allen, who made 
the trade, agreed for plaintiff that defendant. in part payment for the 
machine ordered, should have a credit, as agent of plaintiff, of $40, the 
commission on four other machines then sold, or being sold—three of 
them to other parties, and this one to be ineluded in the number on 
which the commission should be allowed. And defendant, by answer, 
claiming this reduction of $40 on the price, made a formal tender of 
£62.50 and interest, the price of this machine, Jess the alleged credit. 

On the trial in Superior Court the plaintiff offered in evidence the 
written order, and rested. 

For the defendant, S. A. Gregg, being duly sworn, testified, in part, 
as follows: 

“That on 28 April, 1905 (it being the time the original order was 
made for the typewriter), I was president of the Rowan Hardware 
Company, defendant. .Mr. Allen was agent of the plaintiff; we gave 
him the order for the machine and the machine was shipped to us from 
Richmond, Va. I did not hear the original contract, as it was made by 
Mr. Allen and Mr. Sossaman. After the order was signed and placed 
in Mr. Allen’s hands, I called Mr. Allen and Mr. Sossaman over to my 
desk and told Mr. Allen that I did not understand the contract and 
wanted him to explain it to me. Mr. Allen then. showed me the order 
and said that we were to be allowed a credit of $40 on the same for four 
machines he had heretofore sold or was in the course of selling, which 
would leave a balance of $62.50 due on the note or order.” 

Cross-examined : | 
(99) “T understood that we were only paying $62.50 for the ma- 
chine. We did not especially need a machine at that time, but 

I thought if we could get this one cheap we had better take it.” 
The issue was submitted as to the amount defendant owed the plain- 
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The case on appeal then proceeded as follows: 

. After his Honor had charged the jury, the jury retired, and, tise 
having been out two and one-half hours, returned and said they could 
not agree. Whereupon, his Honor asked them if there was any matter 
of law upon which he could instruct them. 

The jury, then, through their foreman, asked “Whether they should 
be governed by the oral evidence or by the written contract.” Where- 
upon his Honor instructed them: 

“The written contract is the contract of the parties at the time, and 
unless you find that Allen was the general agent for the plaintiff, and 
that Allen agreed, after the execution of the contract, that the defendant 
should have 10 per cent on four machines sold and that $40 was to be 
credited on the note, then the written contract would control.” 

The plaintiff excepted to all evidence concerning the $40 credit on the 
note, and all the evidence as to commissions allowed the defendant on 
the sales made by Allen. Objection overruled. Exception by the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff excepts to the charge of his Honor as above set 
forth, upon the ground that the same is not supported by the evidence. 


Hayden Clement for the plaintiff. 
R. Lee Wright for the defendant. 


Hoxs, J., after stating the case: This record and case on appeal 
disclose no error which gives the plaintiff any just ground for com- 
plaint. 

The testimony offered by defendant admitting the written 
order to be a part of the contract, tended to establish, as an ad- (100) 
ditional feature, a further stipulation resting in parol as to the 
method by which a part of the obligation should be paid. It did not 
contradict the written paper, but only tended to show that such paper 
did not contain the entire contract. 

‘It is well established that as between the original eee to an execu- 
tory agreement such testimony is competent. 

The principle upon which the doctrine rests, and instances where 
same has been applied, are so clearly set forth in an opinion at this term 
by Mr. Justice Walker that further discussion of the question 1s con- 
sidered unnecessary. Hvans v. Freeman, 142 N. C., 61. | 

In that well-considered opinion, as especially applied to the facts 
of the present case, it is said: : 

“Tt is competent to show, by oral evidence, a collateral agreement as 
to how an instrument for the payment of money should in fact be paid, 
though the instrument is necessarily in writing and the promise it con- 
tains is to pay in so many dollars.” Citing several decisions of our own 
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And further: | 

“Numerous other cases have been decided by this Court j in which the 
application of the same principle has’ been made to various combina- 
tions of facts, all tending, though, to the same. general conclusion, that 
such evidence is competent where it does not conflict with the written 
part of the agreement and tends to supply its complement or to prove 
some collateral agreement made at the same time. The other terms of | 
the contract may generally thus be shown wucke it appears that the 
writing embraces some, but not all, of the terms.” 

The testimony, then, offered by the defendant was clearly competent, 
and if accepted by the jury, it establishes a valid defense to the amount 
allowed in the verdict. | 

The plaintiff makes further Secon to the testimony of the witness, 

Gregg, that by its admission Allen was allowed to explain or vary 

(101) a contract already entered into and complete, by subsequent 

- statements, when there was no evidence that the original con- 
tract was abandoned and a new one entered into; and “there was no 

consideration for any subsequent contract.” | 

But we do not think this is a correct interpretation of the testimony. 

It ig true the witness said: “TI called Allen and Sossaman and asked 
Allen to explain the contract to me, as I didn’t understand it.” This_ 
was as to written order for the machine and which contained certain 
stipulations as to commissions which were to some extent ambiguous. 

The reply of Allen, however, did not, and was not intended to explain 
away or vary the contract at ‘al. but was an admission or statement on 
his part as to what the contract was. And it cannot be contended that 
this was without authority. | 
It was a statement by the agent at the time and as a part of the trans- 

action. The order had been signed, but it was then in the office, and its 
meaning and terms were still being discussed. And it is accepted law 
that one who adopts and seeks to enforce a contract made for him by 
an agent is bound by its terms and stipulations. 

As said in Corbett v. Clute, 187 N. C., 551, “If he claims the benefit, 
he must accept the burdens.” Citing H¢ ie v. Delamar, 38 N. C., 219; 
Black v. Baylees, 86 N. C., 527. 

Nor can the objection ‘s the charge of the Court, made in response 
to a question by the jury, be urged by plaintiff for error, “That the 
written contract would control, unless, after the execution, Allen agreed 
that defendant should be allowed the commission.” 

We agree with plaintiff that there was no evidence of any subsequent 
contract; and the law does not require that the stipulation, to be avail- 
able to defendant, should be made after the written agreement was en- 
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tered into. As we have seen, it could be set up as a defense and 
shown by testimony, though 1t was contemporaneous. : (102) — 

But the jury, in-rendering their verdict, have necessarily 
accepted the existence of the verbal stipulations insisted on by defend- 
ant; and the fact that his Honor annexed to it a qualification not re- 
quired by the law to make it a valid defense 1 is not error of which plain- 
tiff can complain. 

The response of the Court was more eae to the plaintiff than 
he had a right to expect. 

There is no reversible error in the eae and the judgment below 
is affirmed. 


No Error. 


Otted: Mullis: v. Varner, 146 N. C., 149; Brown v. Hobbs, 147 N. 
C., 76; Basnmght v. Jobbing, 148 N. C., 357; Woodson v. Beck, 151 N. 
C., 146, 148; Kernodle v. Williams, 153 N. C., 478, 485; Anderson v. 
Corporation, 155.N. C., 184; Carson v. Ins. Co., 161 N. C., 447; Prerce 
‘vo. Cobb, Ib., 304; Mfg. Co. v. Mfg. Co., [b., 484; Wilson v. Scarboro, 
163 N. C., 385 ; Richards v. Hodges, 164 N. C., 188, 191; Bure v. Ken- 
nedy, Ib., 299, 300. 





MANUFACTURING COMPANY v. SUMMERS. 


(Filed 21 November, 1906.) 


Fraud—Right to Follow Property—Money—Choses in Action—Injunction 
Pendente Lite—Negotiable Instruments—Cashiers’ Checks—Negotiability, 
Holder in Due Course—Demand Paper—Negotiation Within Reasonable 
Time—Consideration—Pre-existing Debt—Burden of Proof. 


1. When a man’s property has been obtained from him by actionable fraud or 
covin, the owner can follow and recover it from the wrong-doer as long 
as he can identify or trace it; and the right. attaches, not only to the 
wrong-doer himself, but to any one to whom the property has. been 
transferred otherwise than in good faith and for valuable consideration; 
and this applies not only to specific property, but to money and choses 
in action. 

2. Where the verdict of the jury establishes the right of the plaintiff to a 
fund in bank as against one of the defendants, who is insolvent and has 
attempted to misappropriate it, the payment of a cashier’s check cover- 

ing said fund, which he has endorsed to the other defendant, who is a 
nonresident, will be restrained until the rights of the parties are finally 

. determined: 

3. Under the Negotiable Instruments Statute (Rev., ch. 54, secs, 2335-6) 
cashiers’ checks, whether certified or otherwise, are classed with bills of 
exchange payable on demand; and if negotiated by endorsement for value | 
without notice and within a reasonable time, a holder can maintain the 
position of a holder in due course. 

4. Under Rev., sec. 2201, “a holder in due course is a holder aie has taken 
‘the instrument under the following conditions: (1) That the instrument 
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is complete and regular upon its face; (2) that he became the holder of 
it before it was overdue and without notice that it had been previously 
dishonored, if such was the fact; (3) that he took it in good faith and 
for value; (4) that at the time it was negotiated to him he had no notice 
of any infirmity in the instrument or defect in the title of ane person. 
negotiating it.” 


5. Under Rev,, sec. 2202, which apectads that where an instrument, payable 
on demand, is negotiated an unreasonable time after its issue, the holder 
is not deemed a holder in due course, and section 23438, which provides 
that in determining what is a reasonable or unreasonable time, regard is 
to be had to the nature of the instrument and the facts of the particular 
case, where a paarty obtained a cashier’s check for $1,824 from a bank in 
the State and negotiated the same to a party residing in Virginia in five 
days thereafter, such negotiation was within a reasonable time. 


6, Under Rev., sec. 2173, which enacts “that an antecedent or pre-existing 
debt constitutes value, and is deemed such whether the instrument is 
payable on demand or at a future time,” such an indebtedness is suffi- 
cient consideration to constitute one a holder for value within the mean- 
ing of the law merchant. 


7. Where the evidence and Verdict established that the title of the party who 
negotiated the check to defendant was defective, the burden under Rev., 
sec. 2208, was on the defendant claiming to be a purchaser in good faith 
for value and without notice, to make this claim good by the greater 
weight of the evidence; and the Court erred in charging that the burden 
was upon the plaintiff to prove that the defendant was not a holder in 
due course. 


(103) 


Action by Singer Manufacturing Company against G. A. Summers, 
F. D. Fuller and the City National Bank of Greensboro, heard by Fer- 
guson, J., and a jury, at the June Term, 1906, of Guiirorp. 

- From the facts, as stated in the record, it appears that on 17 May, 

1904,.G. A. Summers, then acting as agent of the plaintiff com- . 
(104) pany, deposited in the City National Bank of Greensboro a sum 

of money belonging to the plaintiff company amounting to $1,- 
396.89. That this deposit was made in his own name, and on 18 May, 
1904, the said Summers, adding other money to this, obtained a cashier’s 
check from the defendant bank for the sum of $1,824; and that this was 
done by Summers with intent to embezzle and misappropriate the plain- 
tiff’s money so deposited. 

That on 23 May, 1904, the plaintiff endorsed this check to F. D. Ful- 
ler, residing in Sylvatus, Va., the consideration claimed being a debt 
of $328 then due by Summers to Fuller, the remainder of the paneer 
money being paid in cash. 

There were circumstances from which the plaintiff Wistasd that the 
‘purchase of this check on the part of Fuller was neither in good faith 
-nor for value. | 

The defendant denied the fraud, claiming that the check was nego- 
tiated in good faith, and the defendant Fuller was a holder of the same 
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There were facts which showed that Summers was insolvent and that 
Fuller resided in the State of Virginia. 

The cause was submitted to the jury on the following ; issues : 

~ 1. Did the defendant Summers embezzle and fraudulently misappro- 
priate $1,396.89 of the moneys of the plaintiff company and fraudu- 
lently use the same in the purchase of a cashier’s check of 18 May, 
1904, issued by the National Bank of Greensboro at $1,824? 

2. Did the defendant F. D. Fuller, at the time he took the check, have 
knowledge of that fraud, and take the check in bad faith? 

At the request of the defendant, the Court, among other things, on 
the second issue, charged the jury as follows: 

“The burden of proof is upon the plaintiff to show that Fuller had 
knowledge of the fraud alleged, and took the check in bad faith or 
without value; and if the plaintiff fails to satisfy the jury by the (105) 
greater weight of evidence, they should find the issue in favor of 
the defendant Fuller, and answer the issue ‘No.’ ” 

The Court, in the body of the charge, in substance repeated this 
position, and the plaintiff excepted. 

The jury, under the charge of the Court, and on the testimony, an- 
swered the first issue “Yes” and the second issue “No.” 

On the verdict there was judgment for the defendant, and plaintiff 
excepted and appealed. 


King & Kimball for the plaintiff. 
John A. Barringer and W. P. Bynum, Jr., for the dctaene 


Hoxy, J., after stating the case: It is well established that when a 
man’s property has been obtained from him by actionable fraud or covin, 
the owner can follow and recover it from the wrong-doer as long as he 
can identify or trace it; and the right attaches, not only as to the wrong- 
doer himself, but to any one to whom the property has been transferred 
otherwise than in good faith and for valuable consideration. Hdwards 
v. Culberson, 111 N. C., 342, citing Pomeroy’s Eq. Jurisprudence, as 
follows: “In general, whenever the legal title to property, real or per- 
sonal, has been obtained through actual-fraud, * * *™ or through 
any other circumstances which render it unconscientious for the holder 
of the legal title to retain and enjoy the beneficial interest, equity 
imposes a constructive trust on the property thus acquired in favor of 
the one who is truly and equitably entitled to the same, although he may 
never, perhaps, have had any legal estate therein; and a court of equity 
has jurisdiction to reach the property either in the hands of the original 
wrong-doer or in the hands of any subsequent holder, until a purchaser 
in good faith and without notice acquires a higher right’ and takes 
the property relieved from the trust.” See, also, Wilson v. Scott, (106) 
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3 Lans. (N. Y.), 308. The principle apples, not only to specific 
property, but to money and choses in action. 

Tt is said by Lord M ansfield 3 in the case of Clark v. Shee and unother, 
First Cowper’s Reports, p. 200: “Where money or notes are paid bona 
fide upon a valuable consideration, they. shall never be brought back by 
. the true owner; but where they come mala fide into a person’s hands, 
they are in the nature of specific property, and if their identity can be 
traced and ascertained the party has the right to recover.” _ 

And as said by Andrews, Judge, in Newton v. Porter, 69 N. Y., 133: 
“It ig immaterial in what way the change has been made—whether 
money has been laid out in land or land laid out in money, or how the 
legal title to the converted property may be placed—equity only stops 
the pursuit when the means of ascertainment fail or the rights of bona 
fide purchasers for value, without notice of the trust, have intervened. 
The relief will be aigulded and adapted to the circumstances of the cases 
so as to protect the rights of the true owner.’ | 

This case is an apposite authority in support of the principle as 
applied to the facts of the case before us. 

The verdict of the jury having established a clear right in the plain- 
tiff against the defendant Summers, we think that upon this finding and 
the other facts of the case it is equally clear that the payment of the 
_ check should be restrained until the rights of the parties are finally. 
determined. The facts show that Summers is insolvent and Fuller a 
nonresident of the State. Pomeroy Eq. Rem., sec. 365; Parker v. 
Grammer, 62 N. C., 28; McCless v. Meekins, 117 WN. C., 34. 

In Parker v. Grammer it is held: “Where there is Teason to appre- 
hend that the subject of the controversy in equity will be destroyed, or 

removed, or otherwise disposed of by the defendant pending the 
(107) suit, so that the complainant may lose the fruit of his recovery, 

or be hindered or delayed in obtaining it, the Court, in aid of the 
primary equity, will secure the fund by the writ of sequestration and — 
anu EON, until the main equity is adjudicated at the hearing of the 
cause.” And this principle is now embodied in our statute on the sub- . 
ject. Revisal 1905, sec. 806. 

The property in controversy being represented by a cashier’s check, 
a negotiable instrument, the rights of the plaintiff and defendant will 
largely depend upon our statute on negotiable imstruments, Rev. 1905, 
vol. 1, ch. 54. Under this statute these checks, whether certified or 
otherwise, are classed with bills of exchange payable on demand; and if 
negotiated by endorsement for value without notice, and within a rea- 
sonable time, a holder can maintain the position of a holder in due 
course. Oh. 54, Revisal 1905, secs. 2835 and 2336. 
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As pertinent to (his 3 inquiry, secs. 2201 and 2202 -of this chapter are 
as follows: 

“A holder in due course is a holder who has taken the instrument 
under the following conditions: (1) That the instrument is complete | 
and regular upon its face; (2) that he became the holder of it before it 
was overdue and without notice that it had been previously dishonored, 
if such was the fact; (3) that he took it in good faith and for value ; 
(4) that at the time it was negotiated to him he had no notice of any 
infirmity in the instrument or defect i in the title of the person negoti- 
ating 1t.” Sec. 2201. 

“Where an instrument payable on demand is negotiated an unreason- 
able length of time after its issue, the holder is not deemed a holder in 
due course.” Sec. 2202. 

And sec. 2343 of the same chapter provides that In deiouiing what 
is a reasonable or unreasonable time regard is to be had to the nature 

of the imstrument and the facts of the particular case. 

What constitutes reasonable time will vary under the facts and 
circumstances of different cases, and this statute expresses as defi- (108) 
nite a rule as-could well be established or considered desirable. 

On the facts of this case we think, and so hold, that so far as time is 
concerned, this negotiation was undoubtedly within a reasonable time. 

Again, it will be noted that the defendant Fuller, according to the 
claim made by him, purchased and paid for this check partly in a pre- 
existing debt due from Summers to himself. 

Many of the courts have heretofore denied that such an indebtedness 
was sufficient consideration to constitute one a holder for value within 
the meaning of the law merchant. Our statute on this question, how- 
ever, sec. 2173 enacts “that an antecedent or pre-existing debt consti- 
.tutes value, and is deemed such whether the instrument is payable on 
demand or at a future time.” 

If defendant’s statement is accepted, no objection can be made, there- 
fore, to the consideration because same was in part a pre-existing debt, 
this being declared sufficient by the express terms of the statute. 

We think, however, there was error in the charge of his Honor on 
the second issue, as to the burden of proof, which entitles the plaintiff to 
a new trial. : 

This issue is not very well framed to present ihe question as to 
whether defendant Fuller was a holder in due course. It would seem 
to be desirable that the issue should be drawn so as to present the ques- 
tion affirmatively and in more precise terms: | 

“Was defendant Fuller a purchaser of the check, in good faith for 
valuable consideration and without notice of any infirmity in the instru- 
ment or defect in the title of Summers?” - 
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But, in whatever form presented, the burden of the issue is 
(109) not on the plaintiff, as stated by the Court, but on the defendant. 
| By sec. 2208 of said ch. 54 it is enacted: “Every holder is 
deemed prima facte to be a holder in due course; but when it 1s shown 
that the title of any person who has negotiated the instrument was de- 
fective, the burden is on the holder to prove that he or some person © 
under ‘whom he claims acquired the title as a holder in due course. 
‘But the last-mentioned rule does not apply in favor of a party who 
became bound on the instrument prior to the acquisition of such defect- 
ive title.” 

The evidence and the verdict on the first issue established that the 
title of defendant Summers, who negotiated the check to defendant 
Fuller, was defective. 

This having been established, the burden was’on the defendant claim- 
ing to be a purchaser in good faith for value and without notice to make 
this claim good by the greater weight of the evidence. 

The statute, in this respect, only enacts the law as 1t has always 
existed, which puts the burden in such case on the person claiming to 
be a holder in due course. Bank v. Burgwyn, 108 N. C., 62; Eaton & 
Gilbert Commercial Paper, p. 3938. 

For this error in the charge there will be a new trial on the second 
issue, and it 1s so ordered. 

New Trial. 

Cited: Modhn v. R. R., 145 N. C., 228; Bank v. Ort Mills, 150 N. 


N. C., 264; Bank v. Brown, 160 N. C., 25; ‘Bank ». Walser, 162 N. C., 
62; Trust Co. v. Hllen, 163 N. C., 46. 





(110) 
COMMISSIONERS v. TRUST COMPANY. 


(Filed 21 November, 1906.) 


| Statutes—“Aye and No” Vote-—Entries on Journals—Municipal Corporations. 
Ordinances—Enactment. 


1. An entry on the legislative journal that “The bill passed its second read- 
ing, ayes 39, noes .., as follows:” then follows a list of those voting in 
the affirmative, without any reference to those voting in the negative, 
indicates that the bill passed by a unanimous vote and that there were 
no names to be recorded in the negative, and is a compliance with the 
requirements of Art. II, sec. 14, of the Constitution, that the ayes and 
noes shall be entered on the journals. Debnam v. Chitty, 181 N. C., 657, 
overruled. 


2. Where the charter of a town provided that the Board of Commissioners 
might create a debt only after they had passed an ordinance by a . 
“three-fourths vote of the entire board,” the words “entire board” mean 
all the members of the board in existence, and not all those provided for 
by the charter; and where seven Commissioners were elected and one 
resigned, the passage of an ordinance by a vote of five members was 
sufficient. 108 
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Action by Board of Commissioners against Wachovia Loan and 
Trust Company, heard by Ward, J., at the September Term, 1905, of 
Forsyru. 

‘The defendant entered into a contract with the town of ne to 
purchase from the said town $100,000 par value of its bonds at the 
price of $101,750. The bonds were a part of a total issue of $125,000, 
issued pursuant to an election held on 26 June, -1906, under the pro- 
visions of the charter of the town of Salem, being chapter 40 of the 
Acts of 1891. On the tender of the bonds by plaintiffs, defendant re- 
fused to accept same on the ground that said bonds were not of a valid 
issue of bonds and did not constitute a legal obligation of the said town 
of Salem. Plaintiffs brought suit to enforce the contract, and the case 
_was heard on the complaint and answer. From the judgment rendered, 
defendant appealed. 


A. H. Eller and Peele & Maynard for the plaintiffs. (111) 
Manly & Hendren for the defendant. 


Brown, J. It is contended by the defendant that the bond issue is 
void for two reasons: First, because the charter of the town of Salem, 
authorizing the issue, was not passed by the General Assembly and the 
ayes and notes entered on its journals in accordance with Article II, 
section 14, of the Constitution of this State. Second, because the ordi- 
nance directing the issue of the bonds and submitting the question to a 
vote of the people was not passed by a three-fourths majority of the 
entire Board of Commissioners of the town, as required by the charter. 

In respect to the first objection made to the validity of the bonds, it is 
admitted that the journals of the House of Representatives are entirely 
regular and that the bill was passed by the House in strict conformity 
to the organic law. But on its passage by the Senate it is contended 
that the negative votes were not recorded. The entries on the Senate 
Journal in respect to this bill are as follows: ‘Senate Journal, Senate 
Chamber, 23 January, 1891. The bill passed its second reading. Ayes 
39, noes..., as follows:’ Then follows a list of those voting in the 
affirmative, without any reference to those voting in the negative. “The 
bill passed its third reading. Ayes 34, noes ..., as follows:” Then 
follows a list of those voting in the aiemnative, Sith no further refer- 
ence to those voting in the negative. 

Tt is admitted that the case of Debnam v. Chatty, 131 N. 0., 657, 1s 
an. express authority sustaining defendant’s contention. After mach 
reflection, we are unwilling to follow the decision of the Court in that 
case, in so far as it holds that the entries upon the journal do not indi- 
cate that there were no negative votes. In the dissenting opinion of 
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Mr. Justice Clark it is said: “The expression, ‘Passes by the 
(112) following vote: Ayes 94 (giving names), nays .,.,’ 18 as ex- 

. press and intelligent declaration that there were no negative votes 
as if the word ‘none’ had been used. Nays ..., after the words ‘passes 
by the following vote,’ and giving those voting ‘Aye’ can convey no other 
meaning. Is it not hypercritical to say that ‘Nays ...’ did not mean 
that there were no names in the negative?” 

This provision in our Constitution serves an important purpose iu 
compelling each member present to publicly assume his share of the 
responsibility in the passage of such legislation, but more particularly 
in furnishing conclusive evidence whether the bill has been passed by a — 
constitutional majority. In passing wpon a similar question the Su- 
preme Court of Illinois says: “The Constitution prescribes this as the 
test by which to determine whether the requisite number of members 
vote in the affirmative.” “It must appear on the face of the journal 
that the bill passed by a constitutional majority.” Spangler v. Jacoby, 
14 Ill, 297; Cooley Cons. Lim. (7 Ed.), 201. 

The entries upon the Senate Journal give the names of a large ma- 
jority of the total membership of that body as voting for the passage of 
this bill upon the second and third readings, so that there can be no 
question of its passage by a constitutional majority. But the entries 
indicate further that the bill passed by a unanimous vote and that there 
were no names to be recorded as voting in the negative. This identical 
question was considered by the Circuit Court of Appeals, Fourth Cir- 
cuit, in the case of Commissioners v. Tollman, 145 Fed., 765, a case 
originating in this State. In his opinion, Judge McDowell, referring 
to Debnam v. Chitty, says: “After the most careful consideration that 
we have been able to give the subject, we find ourselves unable to adopt 
the construction given the clause in question by the learned Supreme 

Court of North Carolina.” So are we unable to agree with our 
(113) predecessors, and in that respect we overrule the decision re- 
ferred to. | | 3 

It is next contended that the ordinance under which the election was 
held to authorize said issue of bonds was not passed by the Board of 
Commissioners of the Town of Salem as prescribed by the charter. 
Section 70 of said chapter reads as follows: “That under the powers 
hereby conferred upon the Board of Commissioners, they may borrow 
money or create a public debt only after they have passed an ordinance 
by a three-fourths vote of the entire board at two separate regular meet- 
ings * * * .” There were originally elected seven Commissioners 
as prescribed by the charter; one had resigned, leaving six members of 
the board at the time of the second passage of the ordinance. At the 
meeting of the board, when the’ ordinance was alleged to have been 
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passed the second time, only five members of the board were present, 
all voting for the passage of said ordinance. 

It is argued by the defendant that the ordinance is not valid unless 
passed by three-fourths of the entire board; that the entire number is 
seven, and five is not three-fourths of seven ; that in the construction 
of the language of the charter, there cannot be taken into consideration 
vacancies, however bona fide they may be, and the language means 
three-fourths of the entire board provided for by the charter. | 

‘The authorities which the learned counsel for the defendant have 
called to our attention do not bear out his contention that the language 
of the charter should be construed as if it read three-fourths of the 
entire board'elected. Such a provision is not uncommon in charters of | 
_ municipal corporations, and the fact that the word “elected” was 
omitted after the word “board” is indicative to us that the Legislature 
intended that three-fourths of the entire membership of the board in 
existence at the passage of the ordinance should have power to pass 
such an ordinance. Wherever the special provision in such 
charters contains the words “entire board elected,” or similar (114) 
terms, it is invariably held that all the members elected must be 
taken into account. Dillon on Mun. Corp., sec. 281. We are unable to 
find any judicial decision which places the same construction upon the 
words “entire board,” when the word “elected” does not follow. 

The term board, when used in municipal charters, seems to have two 
meanings—one abstract, having reference to the legislative creation, the © 
corporate entity, which is continuous, and the other referring to its 
members, the individuals composing the board. The words “entire 
board,” as used in the Salem charter, refer to the membership of the 
| board, and were evidently inserted to guard against hasty municipal 
legislation by requiring three-fourths of all the members to concur. As 
the board, the corporate body, was composed of only six members when 
this oro umes was finally adopted, five of its members being present 
and voting for its passage, the requirements of the charter were fully — 
complied with. So in a case where the power of a motion was conferred 
upon a municipal council to be exercised “by a vote of three-fourths of 
that body,” this was held to give the power of removal to three-fourths 
of a legal quorum. Three-fourths of the members elected were not 
required. Warnock v. Lafayette, 4 La. Ann., 419. In South Carolina 
it is held that where, of eighteen managers (a board constituted to try 
a certain election) appointed by the Legislature, two refused to qualify, 
one was disqualified and one was dead at the time the board of man- 
. agers convened, the remaining fourteen, being all the members in esse, 
properly constituted the board and might act by a majority of the four- 
teen. State v. Deliesseline, 10 8. C., 52. It is held in Missouri that 
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an amendment is ratified by the “House” within the meaning of the 

Constitution of that State when it is ratified by two-thirds of a legal 

- quorum; that when a legal quorum was present, that was in 

(115) law the “House.” S. v. McBride, 4 Mo., 308. See, also, Stan- 
ford v. Hllington, T7 N, C., 255. 

‘Tn construi ng the meaning of the words, “with the concurrence of a 
majority of the justices of the peace,” this Court has held that, where 
a majority of the justices of the county are assembled, the justices were 
in legal session, and a majority of that majority could legally act. 
Cotton Mills v. Commissioners, 108 N. C., 678. 

We are of the opinion, therefore, in this case that the words “entire 
board” mean all: the members of the board in existence, and not all those 
originally elected. When the five members assembled they constituted a 
legal board, and a majority of that five had the right to pass any ordi- 
nary matter; but as to borrowing money or creating indebtedness, such 
ordinances must receive the sanction of three-fourths of the then mem- 
bership of the board, whether present or not. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: oe Commrs., 146 N. C., 585; Commrs. v. Bank, 152 N. 
C., 390. 8 





MILLER v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 21 November, 1906.) 
Railroads—Passengers—Instructions, 


1. In an action for injuries to a passenger on a caboose car, an instruction 
that “plaintiff admits that he asked the conductor if he could ride on his 
train, and was told by him that he could, but to wait until he got through 
his work, and he would pull the caboose up to the station,” was erroneous 
where there was evidence from which the jury. might find that the 
plaintiff admitted only that while the conductor did tell him to wait a 
few minutes and he would pull the caboose up to the station, he regarded 
it merely as @ favor offered to him by an obliging conductor, and not as 
a denial to him of the right to enter the car, or even as a warning to him 
not to do so. 

2. It is not proper, after laying down a legal proposition, as 3 applicable to a 
supposed state of facts, if found by the jury, to instruct them, as a deduc- 
tion therefrom, that the plaintiff is or is not entitled to recover, but 
simply to direct them how to answer the issues by applying the law as 
stated by the Court to the facts as they may find them to he. © 


(116) 

Action by Jasper Miller against Atlanta and Charlotte Air Line 
Railway Company, heard by Peebles, J., and a jury, at the October . 
Term, 1906, of Mzoxiunsvna. 

This action -was brought to recover damages for an injury to the 
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plaintiff’s hand, alleged to have been caused by the negligence of the 
- defendant. There are numerous exceptions, but we need consider only 
one. The plaintiff testified that on the day the injury was received 
he was at Gastonia and went to the station to take the freight train 
for Charlotte. He then said: | | | 

“T found Captain Clapp, the conductor of the local freight, standing 
there as I walked up. <A freight train was standing at the crossing and 
an engine was also at the crossing. Captain Clapp was standing about 
fifty to sixty feet from the crossing. I asked Captain Clapp if I could 
ride with him to Charlotte on the local freight. He replied, ‘Certainly.’ ° 
I said ‘Thank you,’ and started to go down to get on the caboose of the 
train where passengers rode. He said, ‘If you will wait a little, I will 
pull the train up farther.’ I said, ‘No, much obliged; I will not put 
you to that trouble,’ and walked down to the caboose. When I spoke 
to him and told him IL would not put him to that trouble, he was stand- 
ing facing me and looking at me. While he was facing me I moved on, 
I suppose about 200 yards, and got in the caboose at the rear of the 
train, which was standing on the main line of the road. The train 
appeared to be coupled up and ready to move off.. The doors of the 
caboose were open; there was no one inside; nothing but the seats, and 
everything of that kind pertaining to that kind of a train was there. 
The caboose was used as a passenger-and conductor’s car for the crew. 
When I got in the car I sat on a seat between the two doors. It 
was warm. I had a bundle of samples and laid them down. I (117) 
was sitting between the middle door of the caboose and the side 
doors. I was leaning towards the side of the caboose and was figuring 
on a piece of paper. When I got aboard the caboose the flagman of the 
train was just coming down the steps. He asked me if I were going to 
remain on the run going to Charlotte, and I told him I was. The flag- 
man asked me to watch the car while he was out... I told him all right, 
I would do it. I suppose I had been on the caboose two or three min- 
- utes before this conversation occurred with the flagman. He gave me 
no warning whatever. After I had the conversation with him and while 
I was sitting on the end of the bench between the two doors figuring, a 
collision took place, caused by the backing of some cars against the 
caboose, which came with such force that J was thrown to the door, my 
right hand caught the door, and it being a rolling door, was jerked and 
shut by the collision and my fingers on my left hand, on account of the 
game, were mashed into‘a pulp. The door cut my fingers at the end 
and mashed them into pulp. As soon as I could get myself together I 
caught my left arm with my right hand and tried to stop the flow of 
-blood, which rushed out at every pulsation. I wrapped a handkerchief 
around the fingers and ran up to the ice-cooler in the caboose and turned 
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the water on, which intensified the pain. Just then the front door: was: 
opened and the caboose was stricken again by the cars and the shock 
came near throwing me under the cars. I caught around by the side 
and held the best I could until I got myself and tried ta fasten the door.. 
It had a latch on it, but it just flew back and forth as if it had nothing - 
on it to control the same. Any motion of the car would throw the — 
latch out. I sat there-and tried to brace myself in case of another 
accident. In a few minutes the cars came back again against the ca- 
| boose and threw me from the seat some distance on the floor, and 
(118) T lay there until I saw the engine and tender going by on another 
track. I then got off the train, and when it started again I got 
on. My hip was injured. The latch to the door fell over a nail or little 
spike instead of a staple, and it flew back and forth with the movement 
of the train. There was no fastening to the side door. After I had the 
conversation with the conductor about riding with him on the train to 
Charlotte, I walked down by the side of the train, which was all coupled 
up and ready to pull out, as it looked to me. There was no obstruction 
between the conductor and me—nothing to prevent him seeing me. I 
sioned the paper when I came to Charlotte the night of the injury. 
When I spoke to the conductor and asked him if I could travel on his. 
freight train, I said, ‘Captain, can I ride with you to Charlotte? and 
he said, ‘Certainly.’ J said, ‘Much obliged, and started to walk down, 
and he said, ‘If you will wait, I will pull the train a little farther up,’ 
and I said, ‘No, much obliged; I will not put you to that trouble.’ 
When the statement which you show me and which I signed was signed 
I was in very great pain. I signed that paper at night, and I don’t 
think I took time toe read anything, I was in so much pain.” 
Defendant’s counsel then asked the witness: “TI notice in the state- 
ment which you signed, you say, ‘He then told me to wait a few min- 
utes and I will pull the caboose to the station.” The witness then 
proceeded: “No, he did not say that. He said, ‘If you will wait’ He 
did it as a favor to me and I appreciated His and told him rT would not 
put him to that trouble.” 
Question by the Court : “You thought he was doing that as a To 
to you?” | 
Ans.: “No; pulling ce train up would be a favor. My impression 
is that the nondueter said that if I would wait he would pull the train 
a little farther up. Before I signed the statement I did not say, 
(119) ‘I am not going to do anything further about this; it was my 
own fault.’ I did not say to Captain Clapp and Mr. Stahl that 
it was my own fault and Iwas not going to do anything further with 
the business. Captain Clapp said: “This is trouble, a man has got 
hurt. I told him, ‘T hope there will be nothing further about it. > T did 
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not think there would be. I did not know I was so seriously hurt. 

- When they asked me to make a statement I wanted to exonerate Cap- 
tain Clapp. I did not think he was to blame. The engineer or the 
flagman ought to have notified me of the backing of the cars against 
the caboose. It was about 150 to 200-yards from where I saw Captain 
Clapp down to the caboose. The engine was right at the station. It 
was a long train. The doors of the caboose were all open. The flag- 
man had not closed the doors when I got on. He came in afterwards 
and asked me if Iwas going to Charlotte, and if I was, to remain in. 
When I went down to the caboose the train was all coupled up. Cap- 
tain Clapp did not tell me he was going to make up his train. He said, 
‘Tf you will wait, I will pull the train a little farther up.’ I sat down 
on the seat and began to figure. The conductor did not tell me there 
was any danger. J went in the rear door of the caboose car. There 
was a partition across the middle. There were seats on each side. 
Passengers ride on any of the seats in there. They all sat in that sec- 
tion. The train got so rough in going to Charlotte that some of the 
train crew sat behind and tried to brace-themselves against the parti- 
tion.” 

The rules of the company were introduced by the plaintiff, and: 
among them are the following: 

“Rule 610. When their trains are ready for the reception of pas- 
sengers, they (flagmen or brakemen) must take positions at the car | 
steps and give all necessary assistance and information to passengers.” 

‘Rule 613. They (brakemen or flagmen) must prevent passengers 
‘from going upon platforms and, as far as possible, from getting 
on and off trains while in motion, and from incurring other risks, (120) 
or violating any of the rules of the company provided for their 
safety.” 

There was testimony tending to contradict the witness Miller, and to 
show that he left the conductor and went to the caboose, which he en- 
tered, contrary to the directions he had received from the conductor, 
and that when told by the conductor that if he had followed his direc- 
tions he would not have been hurt, he replied that he did not blame the — 
conductor and he had not been at fault. 

The defendant introduced in evidence a written statement prepared — 
shortly after the plaintiff was injured and signed by him, in which he 
gave the following account of the occurrence. “I went to the station 
and found that the local freight would be along in a few minutes and 
was told by some one at the hotel that I could come over on that. Pretty 
soon the local arrived, and I asked the conductor if I could come over 
on his train, and he told me I could. He then told me to wait a. few 
minutes and he would pull the caboose up to the station, but I told him 
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I would walk down to the cab, and did so. Pretty soon one of the train- 
men came to the caboose and asked me if I was going to remain in the 
eab, and after telling him I intended coming to Charlotte with them, 
_ he asked me if I would watch the cab a short time for him, and I told 
him I would. In a few minutes after he left, and while I was sitting 
on the bench near the side door of the cab there was a very severe slack 
or jar of the train that threw me forward from where I was sitting, 
and I grabbed the door-facing to break the fall and the door caught my 
left hand, mashing and bursting the ends of my middle fingers. The 
door was a sliding door on rollers and was moved by same jar that 
threw me from my seat. In about fifteen minutes the crew of the train 
came to the cab and I told them what had happened. The pain was . 

very painful until about ten minutes after the accident, when — 
(121) there was another severe jar which knocked me from my seat 

to the floor, and after that I did not feel so much of the pain. I 
wasn’t hurt by the last fall. I came on to Charlotte on the local train 
No. 64. W did not buy a ticket, but paid the conductor cash fare.” 

The Court among other instructions gave the TOT OMENE, one to the 
jury: 

“1, The plaintiff admits that he got on this freight train, that car- 
ried freight and passengers, two hundred yards from the station. 2. 
He admits that he asked the conductor if he could ride on that train to 
Charlotte, and was told by him that he could, but to wait until he got 
through his work, and he would pull the caboose up to the station. 3. 
If you find as a fact from the evidence that, at the time he got on the 
caboose, it was not hitched on and connected, coupled with the engine, 
he was on the car wrongfully, and he cannot recover in this action. 
4, But if you find from the evidence that the car was coupled up in 
apparent readiness to go, why, then, your finding upon the first issue will - 
depend upon other circumstances.” 

The Court then proceeded to charge at length as ; to the duty and la- 
bility of ‘the defendant and the care required of the plaintiff under 
the different phases of the case as disclosed by the testimony. 

The plaintiff excepted to each of these instructions. The usual 
issues as to negligence, contributory negligence and damages were sub- 
mitted. The jury answered the first issue, as to negligence, “No.” | 
The Court having overruled a motion for a new trial and entered judg- 
ment on the verdict, the plaintiff excepted and appealed. 


Brevard Nixon for the plaintiff. 
George F. Bason for the defendant. 


Waker, J. It seems to us that the Court erred in two respects. 
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We do not think it can be re inferred from the testi- 
mony that the plaintiff admitted, or intended to admit, that the (122) 
conductor told him to wait until he had finished his work and 

the caboose had been drawn up to the station, in the sense that he was 
forbidden by the conductor to enter the caboose until this had been 
done; and that he was so forbidden is the clear implication from what 
is stated by the Court, in the opening of its charge, to have been ad- 
mitted. The jury might well find from the plaintiff’s testimony—and 
the written statement would not necessarily vary the finding—that the 
plaintiff admitted only that while the conductor did tell him to wait a 
‘few minutes and he would pull the caboose up to the station, he. re- 
garded it merely as a favor offered to him by an obliging conductor 
and not as a denial to him of the right to enter the car, or even as a — 
warning to him not to do so. This is made clear by what he said on 
the cross-examination, where he gave the following version of the facts: 
‘When I spoke to the conductor and asked him if I could travel on his 
freight train, I said, ‘Captain, can I ride with you to Charlotte?’ and 
he said, ‘Certainly.’ I said, ‘Much obliged,’ and started to walk down, 
and he said, ‘If you will wait, I will pull the train a little farther up,’ 
and I said, ‘No, much obliged; I will not put you to that trouble.’ 
Whew the statement which you show me was signed, I was in very great 
pain.” . 

We do not think the written statement materially conflicts with this 
testimony, although it may not be quite as full and explicit as to what 
did occur, and even if it does conflict, the truth as to what was said and 
done was a matter solely within the province of the jury to determine. 
In Tillett v. BR. R., 118 N. C., at p. 1035, it appears that the Court 
charged the jury, upon evidence which in its general features was not 
unlike that in this case, as follows: “But if the statement was made 
by the conductor as simple information in response to a question, and 
was not intended as a direction or requirement, then no duty was im- 
posed by such statement on the plaintiff to wait for the train to 
pull up.” With respect to this instruction among others relating: (123) 
to the same matter, the Court, at page 1046, said: “There was 
no complaint that the question, whether the plaintiff was warned to 
-wait until the car should be drawn up in front of the station, was not 
properly left. to the jury on the last trial. A careful review of the 
whole statement shows that there was no error.” 

_ It is not contended that the plaintiff made any judicial admission in 
the case which would be binding and conclusive upon him, but it: is 
simply deduced by the Court from all the evidence that he did make 
the admission attributed to him. This statement of the Judge certainly 
excluded from the consideration of the jury the right, which the plain- 
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tiff clearly possessed, to have them pass upon his testimony and to adopt 
his version, if they should find it to be the correct one. In eliminating 
this view of the case from the consideration of the jury, by which the 
plaintiff was clearly prejudiced, there was reversible error. umbough 
v. Sackett, 141 N. C., 495. 

We have decided fromiently that it is not proper, after laying joan a 
legal proposition as applicable to a supposed state of facts, if found 
by the jury, to instruct them, as a deduction therefrom, that the plain- 
tiff is or is not entitled to recover, but the proper course is simply to 
direct them how to answer the issues by applying the law as stated by | 
the Court to the facts as they may find them to be; and this should be © 
the invariable rule when the case is tried upon issues before a jury. In 
this case, though, his Honor told the jury that if the caboose was not 
coupled to the éngine, or, as we understand him to mean, if the train of 
cars, including the caboose, was not coupled to the engine, or, in other 
words, if the train was not “made up,” the plaintiff boarded the caboose 
wrongfully, and was therefore on the car at the time of the injury in 
his own wrong, and for this reason he could not recover. The liability 

of the defendant did not exclusively depend upon whether the 
(124) caboose, when the plaintiff got on it, was coupled to the engine. 
Jf it was not, there were other facts, and other questions to be 
considered, both in regard to the defendant’s negligence and the plain- 
tiff’s contributory negligence. There was at least some evidence that 
the plaintiff had gone to the car and entered it with the knowledge of 
the company through its servants, who had charge of the train, if not 
with their implied consent, and this: was sufficient to carry the case to 
the jury; and besides, even if he was at first to blame for boarding the 
car, the company might have been guilty of negligence in pushing the ~ 
cars back against the caboose with unexpected and unnecessary violence 
and without the exercise of that degree of care which the situation of 
the plaintiff and the surrounding circumstances required of it. 

Whether the plaintiff was himself guilty of such negligence as proxi- 
mately contributed to his injury, is a question to be determined by the 
jury upon the evidence under proper instructions from the presiding 
Judge. It seems to us that the case, in the aspect of it now presented 
to us, is fully covered by the decision of this Court in Tillett v. Bh. £., 
118 N. C., 1031, which bears a striking similarity In some respects to 
it. We have sO ‘recently discussed the liability of carriers with respect 
to passengers traveling in caboose cars (Marable uv. BR. BR. 142 N. C,, 
557) that it is useless to enter upon the general i mnory as to the degree 
of care required of each urider such circumstances. 


< 118 


N.O.] ‘FALL TERM, 1906.. 





Hayes v. R. R. 





The errors committed in the charge entitle the plaintiff to another 
eat | | Pome ot 
New Trial. 


Cited: Kearney v. R. R., 158 N. C., 582, 548. 





_ | | | (125) 
HAYES v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 21 Neveniter, 1906.) 


Accord and Satisfaction—Pleadings—Retease—Fraud—Return a 
Consideration 


1. Where there is an agreement to settle a controverted demand for a consid- 
eration fixed by the parties, all or a portion of which is executory, the 
defendant may set it up, by making proper averments in regard to per- 
formance, aS an accord and satisfaction of the original demand. 


2. In an action for damages for personal injuries, where defendant alleged 
that for a stipulated amount which had been paid, plaintiff executed a 
full release, and plaintiff in reply admitted the receipt of the money, but 
denied that the alleged release contained the terms of the settlement, 
averring that the provision that he was to have a lifetime job was 
omitted by fraud in the factum of defendant’s agent, and there was evi- 
dence of the alleged negligence and fraud, the Court erred in nonsulting 
plaintiff. 


3. If one be illiterate, unable to read, and the paper-writing. be read to him 
falsely, that is, otherwise than it is written, and he sign it, such paper- 
writing shall not be his act or deed. 


4, In an action for damages for personal injuries, where the defendant set up - 
' a release aS an aécord and satisfaction, the plaintiff is not required to 
return the money received before setting up the plea that the release was 
procured by fraud in the factum; but if he recovers damages the amount 
paid him will be deducted. 


Action by Samuel Hayes against Atlanta and Charlotte Air Line 
Railway Company, heard by Bryan, J., and a jury, at the March =o 
1906, of MecKLENBURG. 

This was an action for the recovery of damages for petaonal injury. 
The defendant denied plaintifi’s right to recover, and by way of de-. 
fense and accord and satisfaction alleged that plaintiff on 2 October, 
1902, in consideration of the sum of $125 paid him, and an amount 
-agreed upon, paid his counsel, executed a release in full and final settle- 
‘ment and satisfaction of any and all injuries, damages, etce., 
caused from the accident. The plaintiff, by way of reply, al- (126) 
leged that some time after the injury the agent of defendant 
-eompany proposed to settle with him and offered to: give plaintiff a 
position with the Southern Railway Company, which: would: afford a 
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living to him and his family during his life, and in addition pay him 
$125 to live on until he should be able to go to work. That plaintiff 
accepted said proposition. That thereupon said agent tendered to 
plaintiff a paper-writing, to be executed, which he represented to plain- 
tiff as containing the terms and provisions of said proposition, and 
plaintiff, being unable to read for himself and relying upon the truth of 
said proposition, executed said paper-writing by making his mark, and 
thereupon received the sum of $125 in money. That he thereafter re- 
quested defendant to give him the position promised, which it failed - 
and now refuses to do. - That if defendant holds a release, or what pur- 
ports to be a release, from the plaintiff, as alleged, the same was pro- 
eured by the false and fraudulent representations of defendant’s agent. 

Plaintiff testified that after the injury had been sustained and suit 
was brought therefor in Atlanta, in which he had submitted to a non-. 
suit, that he executed a paper-writing presented to him by the agent 
of defendant corporation. In respect to this he said: “I signed a 
release to the company. Mr. Stracham saw me about it; he was work- 
ing for the railroad; he came over to Gastonia two or three times after 
JT was hurt. It was a good while after I was hurt before he spoke about 
* the release. He said he would give me $125 and a lifetime job watch- . 
ing railroad crossings somewhere; this was in the waiting-room at Gas- 
tonia. The next time I saw him he came over there on 39 and brought 
me over here with him on 36; asked me if I had made up my mind to 
sign the release. He said he was going to Salisbury. I was going up 

the main street in Charlotte; met Mr. Torrence, policeman, who 
(127) told me Mr. Stracham was looking for me. We went to the 

depot, found Mr. Stracham; he wrote my 'name and told me to 
touch the pen and had Mr. Torrence to sign. Walter Dick also signed 
it as a witness. When I signed it I asked Mr. Stracham to read it over. 
He said it was no use to read it, but read a part of it to me. He read 
this: ‘Sam Hayes was to have a lifetime job on the Southern that will 
pay him $25 a month—a lifetime job.’ He gave me a pass and I went 
back home. He paid me the $125. I went to Atlanta before I signed 
any paper; went on a pass furnished by the company. J went down 
, there four times. I went down there to withdraw a case I had against 
the Southern.” 7 | : 

Upon cross-examination he said: “Mr. Stracham told me that he 
would pay me $125 and give me a lifetime job watching crossings. He 
paid me. I kept the money, never returned it; I signed the. paper.. 
Part of paper was read to me—that Sam Hayes is to have a lifetime’ 
job. I agreed with Mr. Stracham that if they would give me $125 and 
give me a lifetime job this was to be a compromise for the loss of my 
leg. He was representing the Southern Railroad. He told me to report 


120 


N.G. FALL TERM, 1906. 
HAYES v. R. R. 


to Mr. Baker when I got ready to work. I had employed Mr. Man- 
gum to represent me and talked to him about representing me. Erwin. 
went with me to Arnold & Arnold in Atlanta. He is brother of Robert 
Erwin, who lives in Gastonia. I did agree to compromise this matter 
for $195; signed a paper to that effect, and a lifetime job. I got the 
money and have never given it back.” 

_ There was evidence in regard to the alleged negligence and the 
injury sustained by plaintiff. Upon the conclusion of the plaintiff’s 
evidence, his Honor, upon motion of defendant, directed judgment of | 
nonsuit. Plaintiff excepted, and appealed. 


Pharr & Bell and A. G. Mangum for the plaintiff. 
L. C, Caldwell for the defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: We concur with counsel 
tor defendant that where there is an agreement to settle a con- (128) 
troverted demand for a consideration fixed by the parties, all or 
a portion of which is executory, the defendant may set it up by making 
proper averments in regard to performance as an accord and satisfac- 
tion of the original demand. In this case if there were no controversy 
in regard to the terms of the agreement to release, we should not hesitate 
to hold that the defense was complete and that plaintiff would be com- 
pelled, for any breach of the contract, to sue upon that cause of action. 
While for manifest reasons we could not compel specific performance 
of the contract of employment, the plaintiff could recover damages for 
its breach. The difficulty in fixing the amount would not affect his 
right of action. ‘The authorities cited in defendant’s brief sustain the 
contention made by counsel in that respect. The principle is well stated 
in Laughead v. Coke Co.,:209 Pa. St., 368 (108 Am. St., 1014): “It is 
no doubt true that when the accord is founded upon a new considera- 
tion and is accepted as satisfaction, it operates as such, and bars the 
_ remedy on the old contract. There is an obvious distinction between - 
an engagement to accept a promise in satisfaction and an agreement 
requiring performance of the promise. If the promise itself, and not 
‘its performance, is accepted in satisfaction, this is a good accord and 
satisfaction without performance.” 

The difficulty which we find in this appeal is that plaintiff alleges 
that he was to receive a certain amount in cash and to have the promise 
or obligation of the defendant to employ him, ete. This defendant 
denies. If plaintiff’s contention be correct, and defendant, by fraud of 
its agent, has procured the execution of the release, omitting this most 
valuable portion of the consideration, it is in no position to rely upon — 
the release as executed—and it offers nothing more. 
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The plaintiff alleges that there is fraud in the fachum—that, being 
| illiterate, the paper-writing which he signed was falsely read to 
(129) him, and that he signed it believing that it contained the terms 

of the agreement as made by him. He testifies to his allega- 
tion. If the jury should find with his contention, the release is utterly 
void. It does not truthfully set forth the agreement upon which the 
accord and satisfaction is based. 

Tn the eases cited and relied upon by defendant, supra, it 1s said: 
“The receipt was in full and was a receipt for unliquidated damages 
upon a disputed claim, and as such became final and conclusive because 
not successfully impeached for fraud, accident or mistake.” The plain- 
tiff, if so advised, could have asked equitable relief by way of reforming 
the instrument, so that it would conform to the agreement as he alleged 
it to be. Instead of doing so, he denies that he, knowingly executed such 
a paper-writing. 

It is -well settled that if one be illiterate, unable to read, and the 
paper-writing be read to him falsely, that is otherwise than it is writ- 
ten, and he sign it, such paper-writing shall not be his act and deed. 
This is elementary. Furches, C. J.,in Cutler v. R. R., 128 N. C., 477, 
after stating the rule regarding fraud in the treaty, says: “rf the - 
plaintiff had required it to be read, and F had read it falsely, 1t would 
have been a fraud in the factum.” Judge Battle, in McArthur v. 
Johnson, 61 N. C., 317, after giving an illustration of a fraud in the 
jactum, says: “Another instance is afforded by the case of a deed exe- 
cuted by a blind or illiterate person, when it has been read falsely to 
him upon his request to have it read.” The language of the present 
Chief Justice, in his concurring opinion in Cutler’s case, supra, is de- 
cisive of this appeal: “The misrepresentations here are not as to 
matters in the treaty * * * , but as to the contents of the deed 
drawn by one of them which the other could not read without his glasses, 
and who, at the same time, was urged to sign at once without going 
for his glasses.” Dorsett v. Mfg. Co., 181 N. C., 254; 24 A. and E., 
318. ‘ | 

There was competent evidence to be submitted to the jury, 
(130) tending to sustain and, if believed, eee plaintif’s con- 
tention. 

The defendant, however, insists that plaintiff must, Helen setting 
up the defense, return the money which he has received. Whatever may 
have been required, if he had sued to cancel the instrument for fraud in 
the treaty, we do not think that he is required to return the money 
before setting up the plea of fraud in the factum. THe is: asking no 
equitable relief, but simply insisting that the paper-writing, relied upon 
by the eon is not his act and deed; and, as we have said, if hei is 
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correct in this, the defendant’s plea of accord and satisfaction has noth- 
ing upon which to stand. If the issue be found in his favor and he 
recover damages, of course the amount paid him will be deducted. If, 
on the contrary, the jury find against his contention, the defendant’s 
plea of accord and satisfaction is sustained, thus putting an end to the 
case, 

We have not considered the exceptions in the record pointing to his 
Honor’s rulings upon questions of. evidence, nor do we pass upon the 
contreverted questions in respect to the plaintifi’s right to recover upon 
his allegation of negligence. As the judgment of nonsuzt does not 
state the reasons upon which it is based, we assume that his Donor 
- was of the opinion that the defendant was barred by his release. The 
controversy in this. respect, as we have seen, can only be settled by a 
verdict of the jury and there must be a 


New Trial. | 2 


Cited: West v. R. R., 151 N. C., 233, 236; Briggs v. Ins. Co., 155 
N. C., 75; King v. £. R., 157 N. GC. 66; Braue v. Barytes Co., Lb., 
458. 





(131) 
SHAW v. MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


(Filed 21 November, 1906.) 


Master and Servant—Defective Anpliances—Neglhigence—Evidence—Res Ipsa 
Loquitur— Accidents — Presumptions — Contributor y Negligence— Question 
for Jury. 


1. In an action by a servant to recover damages for injuries received from 
the planks on a gangway slipping, he must prove that the ganzway was 
in a defective condition, that its defective condition was the proximate 
cause of his injury, and that the master knew of its defective condition, 
or was guilty of negligence in not discovering and repairing the same. 


2. Where the evidence shows a gangway built by a competent builder, upon 
a proper plan, of good material, capable of sustaining a number of 
people and heavy weights, in good condition, and safe for the purposes 
for which it was intended, as tested by actual use, up to a few minutes 
‘before the plank fell with the plaintiff, the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur 
does not apply, and the plaintiff is not entitled to recover for injuries 
sustained. 


8. The fact of an accident carries with it no presumption of negligence on 
the part of the employer. 


4. In an acticn for injuries caused by the falling of a bed-plate of a cloth 
press, weighing several thousand pounds, it was a question for the jury 
to determine whether the plaintiff placed himself in a place of obvious 
danger, such as no prudent person would occupy, in standing immediately 
behind and looking over the bed-plate as it stood on its edge, and direct- 

‘ing-a battering-ram which was being propelled against it from the oppo- 
site side. 
423 
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Action by J. W. Shaw against Highland Park Manufacturing Com- 
pany, heard by Peebles, J., and a jury, at the October Term, 1906, of 
MECKLENBURG. 

Action to recover damages for personal injuries received by ebinaa 
while in the employment of defendant. There were two separate 
. actions for distinct injuries at different times. The actions were con- 
-solidated and tried upon a first and second cause of action. As to first 

cause of action the Court sustained a motion by defendant to 
(182) nonsuit. As to second cause of action the Court intimated an 


opinion that upon the whole evidence he would instruct the jury ~ 


that if they believed it the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. There- 
upon plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit, and from the judgment rendered, 
appealed. 


Burwell & Cansler and McNinch & Kirkpatrick for the plaintiff. 
Tillett & Guthrie for the defendant. 


Brown, J. First cause of action: It appears from the evidence 
that the plaintiff was an employee of the defendant, and general utility 
man. On 12 August 1904, plaintiff was ordered by C. W. Johnston, de- 
fendant’s general manager, to assist Robert McAlister in measuring the 
quantity of brick work in the walls of the power-house. Plaintiff and 
McAlister went upon a scaffold around the power-house by means of 
a gangway, which led from the ground up to the scaffold. McAlister 
walked on the same side of the gangway as he and plaintiff went up 
that the plaintiff walked on in returning. After plaintiff and Mc- 
Alister had taken the measurements of the brick-work McAlister came 
down from the scaffold ahead of the plaintiff by means of the gangway. 
Horace Johnston, a boy, was walking down the gangway in front of 
Shaw, and, appearing to be frightened, plaintiff caught up with him, 
and walked down the gangway side by side with him, plaintiff walking 
on the two outside planks and Johnston walking on the two left-hand 
planks, plaintiff having hold of Johnston’s right arm. This part of 
the gangway was about 12 feet above the ground. The two planks on 
which plaintiff was walking slipped off from the bench, or cross-piece, 
upon which they rested, falling with the plaintiff, whereby he was 
injured. The scaffold ane gangway were erected by one Brown, a 
reputable contractor, who was doing the brick-work for a new mill by 
contract. 

We deem it unnecessary to consider the question so ably argued 

(133) as to defendant’s liability for the injury of its servant upon the 
scaffold of the independent contractor. We concede for the sake 

of the argument that the gangway and scaffold were instrumentalities 
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of the defendant, and then we are of the opinion there is no evidence 
of any breach of duty defendant owed plaintiff. 

In order to entitle plaintiff to recover he must prove these facts: 
1. That the gangway was in a defective condition. 2. That its de- 
fective condition was.the proximate cause of his injury. 8. That the 
defendant knew of its defective condition, or was guilty of negligence 
in not discovering and repairing same. Hudson v. R. B., 104 N. C.,, 


— 491, 


We think the plaintiff has failed on all three. The gangway was 
built by a reputable contractor and used constantly by his own em- 
ployees without accident. There is no evidence that it was deficient in 
strength or improperly constructed. McAlister, a heavier man than 
plaintiff, had safely preceded plaintiff up the same gangway only a 
few minutes before. Plaintiff was a carpenter who had built scaffolds 
and was fully competent to judge of the safety and capacity of the one 
he ascended. The evidence shows a gangway built by a competent 
builder, upon a proper plan, of good material, capable of sustaining 
a number of people and heavy weights, with no evidence of its being 
out of repair; but on the contrary, all of the evidence showing that it 
was in good condition, safe for the purposes for which it was intended, 
as tested by actual ue; up to a few minutes before the plank fell with 
the plaintiff. 

We do not think, taking the evidence as a whole, the doctrine of 
res ipsa loquitur has any application in this case. The fact of an 
accident carries with it no presumption of negligence on the part of 
the employer. Patton v. R. R., 179 U. S., 658. BR. R. v. Barrett, 
166 U. S., 617, is cited with approval in the Patton case. In 
that case it was held that the plaintiff, a servant who was injured (134) 
by the explosion of a boiler, had not produced sufficient evidence 
to go to the jury when he proved the fact of the explosion and his injury 
thereby. The Court held that in order to make out his case he must 
establish not only that the boiler was defective, but must affirmatively 
establish such other facts as constitute negligence on the part of the 
master, to wit, that the master knew of the detect, or by the exercise 
of ordinare eare ought to have known of it. 

There have been cases wherein the circumstances surrounding and 
connected with the occasion of the injury were such that they were per- 
mitted to go to the jury and to be considered by them upon the issue of 
negligence. This is not such a case. Womble v. Grocery Co., 185 N. 
C., 474; Stewart v. Carpet Co., 188 N. C., 60; Ross 2. Cotton Mills, 
140 N. C., 115. 

Second cause of action: It appears from fie evidence that plaintiff 
Was again injured on 19 May, 1905, while engaged in assisting in and 


125 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143 





SHaw v., MANUFACTURING Co. 





—— ee ooo were 





directing the work of tearing down a cloth-press in defendant’s mill, 
preparatory to moving it to another part of the building. The press 
consisted of a top-piece and a bed-plate. Plaintiff had taken down the 
press and was endeavoring to separate the plunger from the bed-plate. 
The bed-plate was 444 feet long, 34% feet wide and 314 inches thick, 
and weighed several thousand pounds. It had a shaft called a “plunger” 
fastened in its center, which extended some feet from it and the end 
of which was supported by a chain. This plunger weighed about 1,400 
pounds and worked up and down in a cylinder immediately under the 
bed-plate, which, by means of hydraulic pressure, was used to raise and 
lower the bed-plate when necessary. It was necessary to separate the 
plunger from the bed-plate in order to move the machine separately. 

As the bed-plate rested on its edge, it leaned a little towards 
(185) the plunger and away from the plaintiff, who was standing on 

the opposite side looking over the top of it at the plunger, while 
he directed two of the boys to drive it out of the bed-plate by hitting 
the latter first on one side and then on the other of the plunger with 
a piece of iron shafting weighing 40 or 50 pounds used as a battering 
ram. When the pines was knocked loose the bed-plate was driven 
over on plaintiff and broke his leg. 

There was evidence tending to prove that Constable, the superinten- 
dent, was present and saw the manner in which it had been done. 
Plaintiff testified upon the question of negligence that he had demanded 
more help and also sufficient blocks and tackle to move the bed-plate, 
and that the superintendent refused or failed to furnish them, but 
directed him to do the work without them. Plaintiff also testified that 
if they had been furnished he would have fastened a chain around the 
bed-plate while it was on its edge, and have secured it so it could not 
have fallen when the blows on it succeeded in unfastening the plunger. 
No question was made in the argument before us as to there being a 

sufficiency of evidence to go to the jury tending to prove the negligence. 
It appeared to be conceded that the intimation of his Honor as to his 
charge relates solely to the issue of contributory negligence. It is 
argued that the plaintiff, according to his own evidence, was in a posi- 
tion of great and obvious danger, such as no prudent man would occupy. 
Tt must be admitted that to stand immediately behind and look over a 
heavy bed-plate on its edge and direct a battering-ram which is being 
propelled against it is somewhat of a dangerous business. Whether it 
was so obviously dangerous that no prudent man would have acted 
under. similar circumstances as the plaintiff did, we are unable to say. 
The jurors are more competent to pass on that question than we are. 
' If from all the circumstances surrounding the plaintift, the jury 
(136) should conclude that he had placed himself in a position of 
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obvious danger such as no prudent man would be willing to incur, 
he would not be entitled to recover. Marks v. Cotton Mills, 188 N. C., 
402. In taking this question from the consideration of the jury and 
drawing the conclusion himself, we think his Honor erred. 

The judgment on the first cause of action is affirmed. As to the 
second cause of action, it is ordered that the cause be remanded for a 
new trial. 

Let ae costs of this Court be equally divided. 


New Trial. 
Watxerr, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Cited: 8. ¢., 146 N. C., 237; Cotton v. R. R., 149 N. C., 281; West 
v. Tanning Co., 154 N. C., "48. Ammons v. Mfg. Co., 165 N. C., 452. 





(137) 
BEARD v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 21 November, 1906.) 


Hvidence--Mental Capacity—Opinion—Physicians—Insanity—Presumptions. 
Letters—Notice to Produce-—Contents—Copies—W itnesses—Cross-examina- 
tion—Ratlroads—Contributory Negligence—Instructions. 


1. Upon the question whether plaintiff, at the time he signed a release, 
possessed sufficient: mental capacity to understand its effect upon his 
legal rights, the evidence cf a witness that, in her opinion, plaintiff did 
not at the time have “sufficient mental capacity to enable him to have 
reasonable ‘judgment’ as to the effect of it and what it purported to be,” 
is not so obscure as to constitute reversible error. 

2. The testimony of the attending physician, who knew the conditions with 
which he was dealing, that, in his opinion, the fall described by plaintiff 
would produce the mental condition in which he found him; also that a 
blow on the “outer skull’ leaving no sign might be sufficient to break 
the “inner skull,” giving his reasons and describing the effect upon the 
mind of a person sustaining such an injury, was competent. 


3. When insanity is once shown to exist, there is a presumption that it con- 
tinues, open to testimony showing a restoration of mental soundness. 


4. The receipt of a letter purporting to be signed by a person is no evidence 
it was written by such person. 


5. Generally if a party dwells in another town than that in which the trial is 
-’ had, a service of notice upon him at the place where the trial is had, or 
after he has left home to attend Court, to produce papers, is not sufficient. 


6. Where plaintiff admitted receiving certain letters from defendant, which 

were not produced, and that the copies shown him were correct, defend- 
ant was entitled ce ask aim, on cross-examination, regarding their con- 
tents. 


7. Where a person to whom : a letter was addressed admitted its receipt, san 
that the copy shown him was a correct transcript of the original, which 
was not produced, the copy was admissible against him. : 
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8. In an action by a freight conductor for personal injuries, where the evi- 
dence shows that he was going with a lighted lantern from the freight 
office to take charge of his train; that the night was dark and stormy 
and that the wind blew his lantern cut and he did not return to light it, 
but continued along the platform, feeling his way with his feet, and fell 
down the steps which were cut into the platform about three feet, and 
which he knew were there; that there was no light on the platform hor 
railing around the steps: Held, That the Court did not err in refusing 
to hold as a matter of law that the plaintiff was guilty of contributory 
negligence. | 

9, An instruction that “although the plaintiff’s lantern was blown out, he 
had the right to proceed on to his train if he thought he could safely 
make the journey by exercising ordinary care on his part,” is erroneous, 
standing alone, as the standard of duty is not what the plaintiff thought 
he could safely do, but what a reasonably prudent man, under the same 
circumstances, would do; but this instruction was so modified by other 
parts of the charge as not to constitute reversible error. 


Action by C. H. Beard against Southern Railway Company, heard 
by Ferguson, J., and a jury, at the April Term, 1906, of Guinrorp. 
This action is prosecuted for the recovery of damages sustained by 
the plaintiff while in the employment of defendant, by reason of alleged 
negligence. The defendant denies that it was guilty of negh- 
(188) gence and alleges that plaintiff was injured by reason of his own 
negligence. For a further defense defendant sets up a release 
executed by plaintiff. In reply to this new matter plaintiff avers that at 
the time of the execution of the release he did not possess sufficient 
mental capacity to make the contract and that the release was procured 
by fraud and undue influence. For the purpose of ascertaining the 
truth in regard to these several allegations, appropriate issues were sub- 
mitted to the jury, all of which were found in accordance with plain- 
tiff’s contention. The facts, as they are related to the exceptions, are 
set forth in the opinion. From a judgment upon the verdict, defend- 
ants appealed. 


J. A. Barringer for the plaintiff. 
King & Kimball for the detendant. 


Connor, J. The record contains thirty-eight assignments of error. 
Several of them become immaterial by reason of the verdict upon the 
first issue, which was directed to the execution of the release. The jury 
found that plaintiff did not, for a valuable considration, “release and 
absolve the defendant from all liability on account of the injury.” In 
view of the testimony and his Honor’s instruction, this finding involves 
the conclusion that plaintiff did not possess sufficient mental capacity 
to understand its effect upon his legal rights when he signed the release. 
. The second issue, therefore, as his Honor instructed the jury, became 
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immaterial and the several exceptions to the rulings bearing upon it 
need not be considered. Sprinkle v. Weliborn, 140 N. C., at page 181. 

It is but just to the persons who were present and witnessed the exe- 

cution of the release, to say that we find no evidence of fraud or undue 
influence practised upon plaintiff. He testified that he did not know 
or understand what he did and had no recollection that he ever signed 
the release. There was ample evidence, both upon his own examination 
and other witnesses, that plaintiff was in no fit mental condition 
to be entrusted with the duties which he undertook to discharge. (189) 
Much of his testimony is difficult to understand or reconcile. 
This, however was the duty and province of the jury. The release re- 
cites a consideration of one dollar and contains no stipulation or promise 
as to employment, although there is evidence that such was the real 
consideration. 

The Court permitted Mrs. Beard to testify that, in her opinion, plain- 
tiff did not at the time hé signed the release have “sufficient mental 
capacity to enable him to have reasonable judgment as to the effect of 
it and what it purported to be.” We cannot commend the form of the 
question, but do not think it sufficiently obscure to constitute reversi- 
ble error. Evidently she used the word “judgment,” which is criticised 
by defendant, as synonymous with “understanding.” It was competent 
for the witness to express an opinion. Bost v. Bost, 8%-N. ©., 477; 
Horah v. Knox, 87 N. C., 488. | 

Dr. Hanes, who had attended plaintiff, was permitted to testify that, 
in his opinion, the fall described by plaintiff would produce the mental 
condition in which he found him; also that a blow on the “outer skull,” 
leaving no sign, might be sufficient to break the “inner skull,” giving his 
reasons and describing the effect upon the mind of a person sustaining 
such an injury. We do not think that defendant’s exception to this testi- 
mony can be sustained. The witness was not expressing an opinion 
upon a hypothetical case. He had treated plaintiff and knew the condi- 
tions with which he was dealing. There was no controversy regarding 
the manner in which plaintiff sustained the injury. The exception 
does not present the question as in S. v. Bowman, 78 N. C., 509, or 
Summerlin v. R. B., 183 N. C., 550. It is rather within the prineiple 
announced in Jones v. Warehouse Co., 187 N. C., 337. 

We have carefully examined his Honors cae eranon regarding the 
quantum and character of mental capacity requisite to make a 
valid contract, and find that it is in accordance with the deci- (140) 
. sions of this Court and standard authorities. Sprinkle v. Well- | 
born, supra, where the cases are collected. His Honor was clearly cor- — 
rect in saying that when insanity 1s once shown to exist, there-1s a pre- 
sumption that it continues—open, of course, to testimony showing 4. res- 
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toration of mental soundness. There was evidence that at times plain- 
tiff was mentally unsound—non-sane. We have examined the other 
exceptions to rulings bearing upon this issue, and find no error. 

It appears that after the injury sustained by plaintiff, he again 
entered into defendant’s employment. That some time thereafter he 
was discharged. Defendant claims that he was discharged because of 
the use of morphine and whiskey. It also claims. that plaintifi’s mental 
condition is attributable to injuries received several years before the one 
complained of. There was a large quantity of evidence bearing upon 
these contentions. | 

Among other testimony regarding the discharge of plaintiff, defend- 
ant proposed to introduce two letters purporting to be signed by plain- | 
tiff, which he denied writing or sending. Defendant’s witness, assist- 
ant superintendent, testified “that he received in due course through 
the mail the letter,” etc. The letter was, upon plaintiff’s objeetion, 
excluded. We concur with his Honor’s ruling in this respect. While it 
is well settled that where it is shown that a letter was addressed, stamped 
and mailed, there is a presumption that 1t was received by the addressee, 
it cannot be that the receipt of a letter purporting to be signed by a 
person is any evidence that it was written by such person. No authori- 
ties are cited to sustain the exception. 

Defendant offered to introduce copies of two letters addressed to the 
plaintiff by its assistant superintendent. In respect to these copies, the 

record states: “The plaintiff having testified, after examining 
(141) the papers, that he received the original, of which there were 

copies, and it being admitted that the defendant, on the conven- 
ing of the Court in the afternoon on which the trial of the case was 
begun, had notified the plaintiff to produce the original in Court.” It 
was also admitted that plaintiff resided about two miles from Mount 
Airy, the trial being had in Greensboro. That a train left Greensboro 
at 4:30 in the afternoon for Mount Airy, returning the next morning at 
12 o’clock. Plaintiff and his wife were in Greensboro attending the 
Court. The offer to introduce the copies was made in the afternoon 
of the second day of the trial. The copies were excluded by the Court. 
There is no admission or finding regarding the distance between Greens- | 
boro and Mount Airy. We take note of the fact that it is some seventy 
miles. | 

The case was argued upon the theory that the Court excluded the | 
copies because the notice to produce the originals was not sufficient in 
point of time. We concur in this view. “Generally, if the party. — 
dwells in another town than that in which the trial is had, a service on 
him at the place where the trial is had, or after he has left home to 
attend the Court, is not sufficient.” Greenleaf Ev., sec. 563. .Certainly 
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the plaintiff was not called upon to go himself or send his wife away 
from the town in which his case was being tried to find and produce | 
the letters. No reference is made to them in the pleadings, nor was 
there anything in the case to suggest to the plaintiff the probability that 
they would be called for. The defendant did not offer to ask the plain- 
tiff on cross-examination regarding the contents of the letter, as it may 
have done. alk v. Fielding, 50 Wis., 339. 

Whether, upon plaintiff’s admission that he had received the original 
letter of which the paper-writing shown him was a copy, did not entitle 
defendant to read the copy without having given the notice, is not raised 
in the argument. It would seem, however, that such admission 
relieved the plaintiff of the duty of giving the notice. The au- (142) 
thorities are not entirely in harmony, but upon the reason of the 
thing, if the person to whom a letter is addressed, and who admits its 
receipt, admits that the copy shown him is a correct transcript of the 
original, then, as against him, it should be admissible. The purpose 
of requiring the original, being the best evidence, is met. It does not 
appear whether the “copy” was a letter-press copy, which is really a 
duplicate original. We have examined the “copies” offered in evidence, 
and, in the light of the elimination by the jury of the release, they do 
not appear to be material to either of the issues. They referred to 
the reasons of the defendant’s agents for discharging the plaintiff, and 
their substance was fully brought out in the examination of the wit 
nesses. Several physicians’ were examined in regard to the plaintiff’s 
mental condition and habits and the causes thereof. The learned coun- 
sel for the defendant say that the introduction of the copies could have 
done the plaintiff “no possible injury.” ‘Their rejection was harmless 
error. | | 

We are thus brought to consider the main question presented by the 
appeal. At the conclusion of all the evidence, defendant moved for 
judgment of nonsuit, and to the refusal of the motion, excepted. The 
testimony disclosed the following case: Defendant maintained a freight 
depot at Winston, “consisting of two parts connected by one floor, the 
west end warehouse building and rooms in which the employees worked ; 
the east end consisting of a wide platform covered by a shed; in the floor 
on the side next to the railroad track were steps leading down from 
_ the platform to the track. These steps were cut into the platform about 
three feet; a railing had been placed around the steps, but was gone at 
the time of the injury. Plaintiff was employed by defendant as freight 
conductor. On the night of 26 June, 1903, being dark and stormy, he 
received orders to take charge of a freight train going to Greens- 
boro. He got his way-bills from the freight office and with a (143) 
lighted lantern was going to his train, standing on the track. 
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The lights along the platform were out. As he came out of the freight 
office, the wind blew his lantern out; he did not return to light it, but 
continued along the platform, feeling his way with his feet. He was 
going south to reach the steps which he usually used for the purpose of 
going to his train. He says that he “never hardly used the steps” cut 
into the platform. In his efforts to use them on the night in question 
he lost his footing and fell, striking his head against the track. In his 
own language he “describes the fall: “It was a very bad night; rainy, 
wind blowing, very dark, no light on the platform anywhere. I was 
feeling my way and fell head foremost down through the hole and struck 
my head against the rail and wheel together. I remember hitting my 
head between the wheel and the track. It seemed to cover my whole 
head. I don’t remember anything else until the next day at dinner- — 
time. There was no railing at all, nothing to protect me whatever— 
simply a hole and a pair of steps. I was just feeling along with my feet. . 
There was no light anywhere.” | | 

Upon cross-examination he says that he usually got his way-bills by 
going around the other way. “When I fell, I had started down. I 
knew the steps were there; do not know how many; think more than 
three.” 

Defendant contends that upon these facts his Honor should have 
held, as a question of law, that plaintiff was guilty of contributory neghi- 
gence. It is clear that it was negligent to permit the platform to be in 
darkness while plaintiff was required, in the discharge of his duty, to 
pass along it. -This is especially so when we recall that the steps cut 
into the platform some two and a half or three feet and that the railing 
had been removed. Défendant says, however this may be, it supplied 

the plaintiff with a lantern, and that when blown out by the 
(144) wind it was his duty to return to the freight office and relight 1t. 
The principles of law governing the case are well settled. If 
it can be said that the plaintiff’s duty to return to the office and light 
his lantern was so manifest and his failure to do so clearly negligent, 
~ go that two reasonable minds could come to but one conclusion in regard 
thereto, the authorities sustain defendant’s contention. On the other 
hand, if measured by the standard of conduct which would control the 
reasonably prudent man, under similar circumstances, his conduct is 
capable of more than one reasonable inference, the decision of the ques- 
tion was properly left to. the jury. | 

Plaintiff was nét injured by reason of falling into a hole, the exist- 
ence of which was unknown to him. There was no neuecne: in the 
position or construction of the steps, but it was the duty of defendant to 
have and maintain sufficient light along the platform and near the steps 
or to have a railing so that their employees could use them with reason- 
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able safety. This was a positive duty, the failure to perform which 
makes the defendant liable, unless the danger in using them was 80 
manifest and obvious that no prudent man would do so in the absence 
of lights. In passing upon this question his Honor was compelled to 
take into consideration the whole evidence and fix the standard of duty, 
applying the legal test of prudence. It cannot, we think, be said that, 
using his senses, members, and knowledge of surrounding conditions, as 
described by plaintiff, he was manifestly regardless of his safety. Com- 
mon observation teaches us that many persons, clearly within the pale of 
ordinary prudence, feel their way along steps in the dark. We can 
hardly think that by doing so they can be said to be clearly and ob- 
viously negligent. While it may have-been wise for the plaintiff to re- 
turn and relight his lantern, yet, in view of the fact that the train of 
which he was ordered to take charge was ready to move, and the 

time for its departure had arrived, that it was late at night and (145). 
that the same wind which blew out his lantern would probably 

do so again, we think that he was entitled to have his conduct, in this 
respect, submitted to the jury. 

The defendant excepted to the following instruction given by his 
- Honor: “Although the plaintifi’s lantern was blown out, he had a 
right to proceed on to his train, if he thought he could safely make the © 
journey to the same by exercising ordinary care on his part, It was the 
duty of the defendant to provide a light near enough the steps which 
was to be sufficient to enable the planet on a dark night to see his way 
to the said steps and down the same safely. If the defendant failed to 
furnish said light and this was the proximate cause of the injury, the 
jury will answer the third issue ‘Yes.’ ” 

This instruction was given in response to plaintiff's request, and, if 
not modified or explained in other parts of the charge, is erroneous. 

The standard of duty is not what plaintiff thought he could safely do, 
but what a reasonably prudent man, under the same circumstances, 
would do. 

When his Honor reached the fourth issue, involving plaintiff’s con, 
duct, he said: “I charge you if the plaittiff, after his light had blown 
out, continued onward to his train and used ordinary care in approach- 
ing: and finding the said steps, and he could not find them by exercising 
such care because of the fact that the defendant offered to him no light 
on the said platform by which he could see the steps, or if the. plaintiff 
would have been prevented from falling down the steps by the railing 
having been placed around the steps, and these, or either of them, were 
the proximate cause of the said injury, the jury will answer the fourth 
issue ‘No.’ Ordinary care is the care of a prudent man, mindful and 
careful of his own safety, and it is for you to find from the evidence 
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whether the plaintiff was in the exercise of care in going in the dark 
after his lantern was blown out, or did ordinary care require 

(146) that he should relight his lantern before going forward toward 
the steps inside the platform.” 

To this instruction defendant excepted. The criticism of the lan- 
euage is that it “withdraws from the consideration of the jury whether 
the plaintiff was or was not negligent in proceeding down the stairway 
after the wind had extinguished his light, without distinguishing, for 
the jury, the relative degree of care requisite to constitute amis 
care in the two cases.’ 

The standard of duty imposed upon plaintiff is the same in both 
cases. He must exercise ordinary care, or that care which the ideal 
prudent man would have exercised under the existing conditions. What 
would constitute such care on the part of a person walking along the 
platform properly lighted, or doing the same thing in the dark, would, 
of course, differ essentially. If, after. his light was extinguished, plain- 
tiff had exercised no more care to avoid-injury than before, he could 
not be said to exercise ordinary care. This demand upon him he met 
by “feeling his way along with his feet”—a most natural mode of avoid- 
ing the hole in the floor and going down the steps when he reached 
them. He appreciated the necessity for caution and says that he 
exercised it, and in this the jury found with him. If he had walked 
briskly along the platform when dark, in the same manner as if lighted, 
we apprehend the Judge would not have hesitated to enter judgment of 
nonsuit. The defendant’s negligence, in not having light, did not ab- 
solve him from the duty of acting, under.the eireumstances, as a pru- 
dent man. 

The real pivotal question in this case is, whether it was plaintifi’s 
obvious duty to return to the. freight office and relight his lantern. 
Suppose that he had done so, and it had, by the same cause, been again 
extinguished: Must he refuse to perform the duty imposed upon him | 
to take the train out, or was it not his duty to try, by the exercise of 
ordinary care, to reach his train by using the way provided for doing 
so? 

The error pointed out in the vanes prayer, applied to the 

(147) third issue, directed to defendant’s negligence, was harmless. 
When his Honor instructed the jury in regard to the plaintiff’s 

duty, he avoided the error. | | | 

We have examined the entire record with care. The case is, in 
many respects, peculiar. The testimony in regard to plaintiff’s mental 
condition and the causes producing it is conflicting and far from satis- 
factory. His Honor submitted the questions debated fairly, and the 
jury have settled the facts. The defendant excepted to his Honor’s in- 
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struction in regard to the measure of damage, -but the exception is not — 
assigned for error, nor noted in the brief. We therefore treat it as 
abandoned. | | | 

- There is no reversible error. The judgment must therefore be 


Affirmed. 


Cited: . Ivey v. Cotton Malis, post, N. C., 198; Harvell v. Lumber 
Co., 154 N, C., 263. 
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HARRISON v. TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 
(Filed 21 November, 1906.) 


Telegraphs—Mental Anguish—Damages Recoverable—Question for Jury—Re- 
lationship of Parties—Stepmother—Presumption. 


1. In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram, 
in order to enable the plaintiff to recover substantial damages, based upon 
his mental distress and suffering, it is necessary for him to show that the 
defendant could reasonably have foreseen from the face of the message 
that such damages would result from a breach of its contract or duty, 
or that it had extraneous information which should have caused it to 
anticipate Just such a consequence from a neglect of its aULy towards the 
plaintiff. 

Zz. Where a telegram notified a. stepmother of the death of her stepson and of 
the hour fixed for the funeral, the defendant’s contention that the only 
purpose of the telegram was to notify the mother of the hour of the 
interment, and that nothing else was reasonably within the contempla- 
tion of the parties, is without merit. 

3. There is no presumption of mental anguish growing out of the relation of 
stepmother and son, but it is a fact that the plaintiff may prove, if she 
can, to the satisfaction of the jury. 


4. In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram 
notifying the plaintiff of the death of her stepson and of the hour’ of the 
funeral, where plaintiff testified she raised deceased: from a small boy, 
and he had been with her until just before his death; that she had no 
children of her own; that he treated her with affection and called her 
mother, and she regarded him as her own son and loved him dearly and 
would have attended his funeral if she had received the telegram in 
time; that she came on the first train after it was delivered, but that 
when she arrived he had been buried; that it made her very nervous and 
affected her so much she would never get over it: Held, that this evi- 
dence tends to prove something more than mere.- disappointment, and 

- whether the'plaintiff has really suffered mental anguish for which she 
was entitled to recover, was for the jury. 
(148) 


ACTION by Annie Harrison against Western Union Telegraph | 
Company, heard by Councull, J . and a jury, at the February Term, 
1906, of Rowan. 

This case is reported in 136 N. C.,, 381, where the facts are stated. 
On the second trial the pour instructed the jury that, upon all the evi- 
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dence, plaintiff was entitled to recover only twenty-five cents, the cost 
of the telegram. Plaintiff excepted, and appealed. 3 


R. Lee Wright for the plaintiff. 
Tillett & Guthrie for the defendant. 


Brown, J. In this case the only question before us relates to the 
measure of damages the plaintiff is entitled to recover, as the negligence 
of the deferidant is very properly admitted. This Court has in its 
decisions laid down the rule governing the measure of damages and has 
held that such damages as were not within the contemplation of the 

parties cannot be recovered. The rule is aptly stated for the 
(149) Court by Mr. Justice Walker in Willams v. Telegraph Co., 136 

N. C., 82: “In order to enable him to recover substantial dam- 
ages, based upon his mental distress and suffering, it is necessary for 
him to show that the defendant could reasonably have foreseen from 
the face of the message that such damages would result from a breach 
of its contract or duty to transmit correctly, or that it had extraneous 
information which should have caused it to anticipate just such a con- 
sequence from a neglect of its duty towards the plaintiff.” 

Not only was defendant’s agent notified of the important char- 
acter of the telegram, but on its face it stated the “pregnant facts of 
death and burial.” It notified a stepmother of the death of her stepson, 
and of the hour fixed for the funeral. We think the learned counsel 
for the defendant takes a view much too restricted when he contends 
that the only purpose of the telegram was to notify the mother of the 
hour of the interment, and that nothing else was reasonably within the 
contemplation of the parties. The evident purpose was to notify the 
stricken mother at once that her son was dead, to the end that she might 
come without delay and have the melancholy pleasure, and perform the 
sacred duty, of being with his remains as long as possible before they 
were committed forever to the grave. 

The fact that the hour fixed for the funeral is stated in the telegram 
is a mere incident to the general purpose for which the telegram was 
evidently sent. It was most natural that the plaintiff should desire to 
know the hour when the burial rites would be performed, but not at all 
in accord with the promptings of the heart of the average woman that 
she should be content to put off coming until the last moment. The 
plaintiff testified she would have come by the first train had she re- 
ceived the telegram when it should, with due diligence, have been deliv- 
ered to her. 

There is no presumption of mental anguish growing out of the 
(150) relation of stepmother and son, but under our decisions it is a 
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fact the plaintiff may prove, if she can, to the satisfaction of the 
jury, for the state of the mind is as much susceptible of proof as the 
condition of the stomach. 

The plaintiff’s testimony, if believed, tends to prove something more 
than mere disappointment. She says: “I raised the deceased from 
the time he was a small boy and he had been with me from then until 
just before his death. I have no children of my own. He called me 
mother. I addressed him as son. He was kind to me and treated me 
with kindness and affection. I regarded him as my own son. I loved 
him and loved him dearly. I would have come to Salisbury if I had 
received the message in time. I did come on the first train after it was 
delivered to me. When I arrived he had been buried. I did not get to 
Salisbury in time to attend the funeral. It made me very nervous and 
affected me so that I can never get over it.” 

We think the cause should be submitted to the jury under proper 
instructions, to the end that if they are satisfied the plaintiff has really 
suffered mental anguish, as distinguished from mere disappointment, 
they may award her such reasonable sum only as will in a measure com- 
pensate her for the injury done by the defendant’s negligence. 


Partial New Trial. 


Crark, C. J., concurring: The doctrine of damages for mental an- 
guish as the probable result to be anticipated from the failure to deliver 
messages concerning death or illness is not only imbedded in our de- 
cisions, but it- was adopted and has been reiterated after the fullest con- 
sideration and upon what seemed and still seem to us the soundest 
principles of justice and publie policy as well. Inasmuch as the repre- 
sentatives of the telegraph company continue to question the 
correctness of these decisions, it may be well to again notice their (151) 
principal arguments, which are: 

(1) That some other courts have not held the telegraph company 
liable for such damages. If there is any force in this argument, it is 
countervailed by the fact that the courts in about an equal number of 
States have sustained the doctrine. The courts maintaining each side 
of the question are summed up by Mr. Justice Douglas in Green v. 
Telegraph Co., 186 N. C., 504, 505; also, see, Bryan v. Pelegraph Co., 
133 N. C., 608, and Watson Pars: Ta, sec. 450. 

(2) It ee been contended that ere for mental anguish should 
not be allowed because there can be no exact standard of measurement. 
But that is true in most instances in which damages of any kind are 
sought, especially where damages are sought for wrongful death or 
physical suffering. Damages for mental anguish are as old as the law. — 
They have been allowed in all courts where they are accompanied by 
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physical suffering, and damages for physical suffering are as difficult 
to admeasure as those fer mental suffering. When the latter alone are 
sought to be recovered they cannot be more difficult to measure than 
when both mental and physical suffering are to be measured—a double 
uncertainty. 

Besides, in very many instances damages for mental suffering unac- 
seeped by physical suffering have long been allowed in all courts, as 
in actions for breach of promise of marriage, seduction, libel, gee 
malicious arrest, false imprisonment, wrongfully putting a passenger 
off the train, and other instances cited, with authorities. Young ». 
Telegraph Co., 107 N. C., 384. To say that most of the instances in | 
which damages have been allowed for mental anguish unaccompanied by 
physical injury have been actions of torts, not actions based on breach 
of contract, is merely to allege a technical distinction without any 
reason for a difference. There are many torts in which no mental suffer- 
ings should be allowed as an element of damages, and many actions 

ex contractu where they should be allowed. The test is not 
(152) whether the actions under our former practice were ex delicta 

or ex contractu, but the common-sense ground, whether in each 
ease the mental suffering is the natural and probable consequence of 
the breach of contract or tort. Croswell Elec., sec. 649, puts this 
clearly: “As damages are allowed for pecuniary loss when the subject- 
matter of the telegram is a pecuniary transaction, so damages should 
be allowed for injury to the feelings when the subject-matter of the 
telegram is a transaction involving feelings. Thus messages which on | 
their face show that they relate to sickness or death of relatives, give 
direct information to the telegraph company of the nature of the dam- 
ages which may be suffered through its negligence.” | | 

(3) The third ground usually urged in behalf of a defendant tele- 
graph company is the increased litigation; but as there can be no recov- 
ery unless the company has been negligent, it 1s entirely in the power 
of the defendant to relieve the courts of the labor, and itself of the 
expense of the threatened additional litigation, by faithfully discharg- 
ing the duty it undertakes, by virtue of the public franchise it enjoys, 
of delivering promptly and faithfully the messages entrusted to it and 
which it is paid to transmit. A failure to do so “is not a mere breach > 
of contract, but a failure to perform a public duty which rests upon it 
as a servant of the people.” feese v. Telegraph Co., 123 Ind., 294. 

As was said in Cashion v. Telegravh Co., 123 N. ©., 272: “A quasi- 

public corporation, exercising ordinary powers and receiving enormous 
- profits solely in consideration of the performance of its public duties, 
cannot be permitted to neglect or evade those duties with practical 


138 


N.0.] 5 FALL TERM, 1906. 





- HAYNES v, R. R. 





impunity. To allow it to cancel all lability for a negligence that may 
have wrung the heart-strings of the citizen, for whose service it was cre- 
ated, by refunding the twenty-five cents which it had received but 
never earned, would destroy all sense of responsibility.” It shocks the 
moral sense of mankind. 

In all countries but this, the telegraph is an integral part of the 
_ postotiice department (charging much lower rates than here), and (153) 
the direct exercise of public opinion compels efficient service, as 
in our postal service. But, here, notwithstanding the Act of Congress 
in 1869 giving the Government the option to take charge at any time 
of the telegraph service, and the recommendation of several Post- 
masters General that this be done, the telegraph service, whose efficiency 
is a matter of the utmost importance to the public, remains under 
private ownership, and public opinion is no factor in securing efficient 
or removing inefficient servants. 

The only remedy for a citizen wronged by delayed or undelivered 
messages is damages at the hands of a jury for injuries caused by such 
negligence. So far from removing the lability for negligence in trans- 
mitting messages concerning death or illness, the public judgment and 
sense of justice have been always exercised, when exercised at all, by 
legislation reversing. previous decisions of the courts which had held 
telegraph companies not liable for mental anguish, caused by their neg- 
ligence in such cases as in South Carolina, Arkansas, Virginia, and 
other States. Meadows v. Telegraph Co., 132 N. C., 44. 

Our stand has been taken not hastily and unadvisedly nor been ad- 
hered to by mere persistence, but has been founded upon justice and the 
“reason of the thing,” as it has seemed to us. 


Cited: Shepherd v. Tel. Co., post, 247; Helms v. Tel. Co., post, 395; 
Shaw v. Tel. Co., 151 N. C., 641; Hllison v. Tel. Co., 168 N. C., 11, 12. 





(154) 
HAYNES v. RATLROAD. 


*(Filed 27 November, 1906.) 


Railroads—Switches— Negligence—Presumptions—Contributory N egligence. 
Violation of Rules—Knowledge of Employer. 


1. It is the duty of a railroad to use reasonable care to provide and maintain 
a safe switch and to keep it properly adjusted, and the fact that it was 
not so adjusted and set to the main track, where, according to the regular 

_gehedule, a passenger train was expected to pass over it, raises a pre- 
sumption that defendant’s servants, entrusted with that duty, were negli- 
gent and casts upon defendant the duty ue “going forward” with proof 
to the contrary. as 
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2. In an action against a railroad company for the death of an engineer 
_ whose train ran onto a switch at night, at which there was no light, and 
collided with cars standing thereon, in order to meet the defense of con- 
tributory negligence based on an alleged violation of a rule requiring 
decedent, when approaching a switch, in the absence of a light, to bring 
his engine under control, in order to show that the rule had been 
so habitually violated as to nullify it, and that such violation was essen- 
tial to the operation of the trains in accordance with prescribed sched- 
ules, it was competent to admit testimony of other employees as to the 
practice with respect to the lack of observation of such rule, the length 
of decedent’s run, the schedule prescribed, the number of switch lights, 
their usual condition, and the length of time which would be consumed 
in conforming to the rule. 


3. Where the orders given to an engineer by the general officers of the com- 
pany require him to run in a different manner from that prescribed in 
the rules, and other trains of the class of that placed in his charge are 
so run with the knowledge and by the direction of the governing officers, 
negligence cannot be imputed to the engineer, although he does not follow 
the genera) rules. 

4. The principle that a violation of a rule made by the employer for the em- 
ployee’s protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such em- 
ployee’s injury bars a recovery, does not obtain when the rule is habit- 
ually violated to the knowledge of the employer, or when the rule has 
been violated so frequently and openly, and for such a length of time, 
that the employer could, by the exercise of ordinary care, have ascer- 
tained its nonobservance. 


Action by Bettie W. Haynes, executrix of Tyler D. Haynes, 
(155) against North Carolina Railroad Company, heard by Bryan, J., 
and a jury, at the April Term, 1906, of MzcKLEensvre. 

This was an action brought by the plaintiff executrix for the recovery 
of damages sustained by reason of the death of her testator on account 
of the alleged negligence of defendant’s lessee. Plaintiff’s testator was, 
on the night of 9 June, 1904, in the employment of Southern Railway 
Company, the lessee of defendant, in the capacity of locomotive engi- 
neer, and, in the discharge of his duty, was in charge of the engine. 
attached to and forming a part of passenger train No. 40, operated 
by said lessee, which ran from Greenville, 8. C., to Charlotte, N. C., and 
thence, over the main line of defendant company, through the city of 
Salisbury to Spencer, N.C. 

On the said night, 9 June,.1904, while making said run, at about the 
hour of 12 0 Malone cud engine sid a portion of the cars left said track 
and ran onto a sidetrack, on the shifting yard of defendant, in the city of 
Salisbury, known as the “Ice-House Siding,” where it collided with two 
box-cars standing on said siding, inflicting ve upon said testator, 
causing his death. | 

Plaintiff alleged that the said engine left the main track and ran on 
the siding and into the box-cars by reason of the negligence of defend- 
ant’s lessee, assigning three acts of negligence: 1. In failing to furnish 
a clear track and a safe roadbed upon which to run the engine and cars. 
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2. In failing to keep the switch at the siding in such repair, so adjusted, 
securely set, and locked as to keep disconnected said siding from the 
rail of the main track. 3. In failing to keep the switch rail of said 
siding, connecting the same to the rail of the main track, in such repair 
and so adjusted as to permit the engine to ruin over the said main track 
without running off the same and onto the siding. 

Defendant denied that it was negligent in either of the respects 
specified, and for further defense alleged that plaintifi’s testator (156) 
came to his death by his own negligence, specifying particularly 
the acts contributing thereto: 1. That he was running his engine at 
the time it left the track and collided with the box-cars on the siding, 
through the city of Salisbury, at a rate of speed in violation of the ordi- 
nance of the said city. 2. That he was running said engine at said 
time at a rate of speed in violation of the rules of the company, which 
were well known to him, and which required him to run his engine at 
such rate of speed that he would have it under his control, whereas, he 
wag running at a rapid and reckless rate of speed. 3. That at said time he | 
was violating a rule of the company which required that whenever a 
danger-signal was shown on the line of said road, the engineer in charge 
of said train should stop and examine the cause thereof. That at the 
said time there was shown a danger-signal at said switch or siding, which 
was plainly visible for a distance sufficient to enable him to stop the 
train. 4. That at said time he was violating a rule of the company 
which required him to stop his train, if the signal which was provided 
for that purpose did not show the track clear. That by each of the 
said acts of negligence he contributed to his injury and death. 

Plaintiff replied to the new matter set forth in the answer alleged 
to constitute contributory negligence on the part of her testator: That 
if her testator was running said engine through the city of Salisbury in 
violation of the ordinances of said city, he was obeying the orders of 
the agents and officers of defendant’s lessee, with their full knowledge 
and consent. That it was frequently necessary to run said trains 
through said city at a rate of speed prohibited by said ordinances in 
order to maintain the schedules promulgated and enforced by said com- 
pany. That her testator was not at said time running his 
engine in violation of said ordinances. That if he was running (157) 
said engine in violation of the rules of defendant’s lessee, he was 
doing so by its direction and in accordance with the uniform habit and 
custom of the engineers of defendant’s lessee, to run the trains at the 
place of the said siding and switch at as high rate of speed as her tes- 
tator was running said train at the time of the collision. That such 
speed was necessary to enable her testator and other engineers to main- 
tain the schedules promulgated by said company. That the rules re- 
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ferred to in the answer were and had been abrogated and rendered | 
nugatory by the officers of the defendant’s lessee, and that defendant 
was estopped from setting up or relying on said rules in this action, 
ete. That if her testator attempted to run said train by the said switch 
and siding when the signal-light was absent, his conduct in so doing was 
in conformity with the uniform custom and habit of her testator and. 
all other engineers of said lessee company engaged in running over this 
line of railway from Greenville to Spencer, which custom and habit was - 
for a long time known to and acquiesced in by the officers of said com- 
pany and was necessary to maintain the schedules of said company. 

Upon the foregoing pleadings, his Honor submitted to the jury the 
following issues: 1. Was the plaintiff’s testator killed by the negli- 
gence of the Southern Railway Company, as alleged? 2. Was the 
plaintifi’s testator guilty of contributory negligence, as alleged? 3. 
What damages was plaintiff entitled to recover ? 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff and judgment thereupon, from 
which defendant appealed. The testimony pertinent to the exceptions 
is set forth in the opinion. . 


Burwell & Cansler for the plaintiff. 
W. B. Rodman and L. C. Caldwell for the defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: The well-prepared briefs and 
arguments in this appeal present the merits clearly, and in the 
(158) light of the pleadings the decision turns upon two questions: 
First. Has the defendant, as a matter of law, successfully met 
the presumption of negligence raised by the fact that the switch was . 
misplaced, by reason whereof the engine attached to train No. 40 col- 
lided with the box-cars on the siding? Second. Was there any compe- 
tent evidence tending to show that the rule introduced by defendant gov- 
erning plaintiff’s testator in the management of the engine was, by 
reason of its habitual violation, known to defendant’s lessee, or by the 
prescribed schedules, abrogated 4 
It appearing that the engine, while approaching Salisbury, if the 
main track at the “Ice-House Siding” and went upon the sidetrack, 
colliding with the box-cars, the presumption arises that the switch was 
defective either in its construction, was out of repair, or that, by some 
means, it was set to the siding instead of the rail of the main track. 
In either case the track was not clear, in the sense of being safe. We 
find no evidence that the switch was-defectively constructed or was not 
in proper repair; but there is evidence, practically uncontradicted, 
that the switch was set to the siding; hence the engine, by the law of its 
construction and operation, could not do otherwise than, by following 
the rail, go upon the siding; this was inevitable. 
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It was the duty of the defendant’s lessee to use reasonable care to 
provide and maintain a safe switch and to keep it properly adjusted. 
The fact that it was not so adjusted and set to the main track, where, 
according to the regular schedule, train No. 40, going north, was ex- 
pected to pass over it, raises a presumption that defendant’s agents or 
servants, entrusted with that duty, were negligent, and casts upon de- 
fendant’s lessee the duty of “going forward” with proof to the con-. 
trary. This is conceded. | 

At the request of defendant his Honor, upon this ae mnseructed 
the jury: 

“The defendant is not an insurer of the life of its srictiveste 
the defendant is not, under the law, required to guarantee that (159) 
its employees shall be free from Janeen The only duty that the 
defendant owed to the employee was to exercise that reasonable care 
which a man of ordinary prudence, under similar circumstances, would 
exercise to furnish the employees with a safe road-bed and a clear track. 
What would a man of ordinary prudence, under similar circumstances, 
do towards furnishing its employees with a safe road-bed and a clear 
track ? | 

“The Court charges you that the only duty that the defendant owed 
to the plaintiff was to exercise that care which a man of ordinary pru- 
dence would exercise under similar circumstances to keep the switch 
set to the main line. 

“Tf the’ jury should find from the.evidence that the death of plain- 
tiff’s testator was caused by the derailment, which derailment was 
caused by the train or engine running into an open switch, then if the 
jury should find from the evidence that the switch was left open, or set 
to the sidetrack, by an employee of the company, who was not engaged at 
the time of the changing of the switch in working for the company, you 
will answer the first issue ‘No.’ | 

“Tf the jury should find from the evidence that the switch was set 
to the sidetrack by some person engaged in working for the company, 
and should further find from the evidence that, at the time, this person 
whomsoever it was, was not actually on duty, but that it was done by an 
employee from a reckless and evil disposition, you will answer the first 
issue ‘No,’ ” 

There was evidence tending to show that the switch was in good con- 
dition, worked all right; that immediately after the accident it was 
found with the lever latched down, the switch set to the sidetrack and 
the lock gone. That a train passing over it would not throw the switch. 
That on the morning after the accident, about 10 o’clock, the lock 
was found, about one hundred and two ‘feet from the switch, ina (160) 
garden on the side of the track. That the switch was fastened 
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by a standard switch-lock which could only be unlocked by a standard 
switch-key. The regulations of the road required an employee to sign 
for a switch-key, and when he left the service of the road to return it. 
That whoever took the lock off must have unlocked it, and must have 
had a key, that being the only way to do it. There was testimony in 
regard to the shifting of cars on the siding on the evening and night of 
the day of the accident and of the persons about the switch. That 
some of those in the employment of defendant’s lessee in charge of the 
shifting crew had left the employment and were not present at the 
trial. There was also evidence in regard to the passing of trains over 
the switch during the early part of the night. His Honor fairly, and, 
we think, under proper instructions, submitted the question bearing 
upon defendant’s negligence to the jury. We have examined the prayers 
for special instructions, which were refused, and concur with his Honor 
in declining to give them. While the complaint states plaintiff’s con-: 
tention, in respect to the alleged breach of duty on the part of defend- 
ant, in several aspects, we think that they all amount to the general 
allegation that there was a failure to furnish a clear track. The evi- 
dence points only to a change, either negligently or purposely, of the 
switch. It is difficult to perceive how this could have been done by any 
one other than some person having a key. His Honor correctly told 
the jury that if done maliciously, even by an employee, defendant was 
not liable. 

The real contest in the trial halo and in this Court was directed 
to the alleged contributory negligence of plaintiff’s testator. It appears 
that the switch is supplied with a switch-lamp having four lenses, with 
two opposite each other. The white and red lenses are at right angles to 

| each other; when the switch is set for the main line it shows 
(161) white up and down the main line and the red shows crosswise the 

track. When it is set for the sidetrack, the red shows up and 
down the main line and the white crosswise. The lamp sits on a two- 
pronged fork, nineteen feet high, eight feet north of the track. There 
is also a switch-target to indicate the position of the switch by day, the 
lamps by night. The box-cars were on the siding about 375 feet from 
the switch, with which engine No. 40 collided, turning over and kill- 
ing the engineer. For the purpose of showing negligence by plaintifi’s 
testator, defendant introduced a rule book, a copy of which was fur- 
nished to him and which he carried in his pocket. The rules relied 
upon are: | : 

“Rule 581. When fixed sonal are obscured by fogs or storms they 
must approach them at such a rate pf speed as to be able to stop within 
the distance at which their indication can be distinguished. Should they — 
be unable to see the indication of a signal without encroaching upon 
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the danger-point, protected by it, they must stop clear of such point and 
send the fireman ahead to ascertain the indication and be advised thereot | 
by him before proceeding. 

“Rule 588. In approaching siding and yards they must be especially 

careful as to the indication and position of all switches. 

“Rule 584. They will be held accountable for passing a switch which 
is not in the right position for them. The absence of switch-lights 
should be taken as a danger-signal in accordance with the general rules. 

“Rule 585. If the signal is missing, or does not show good light, from 
any main-track switch, they must report the fact by wire to the Super- 
intendent from the first open telegraph office at which they stop.” 

There was evidence tending to show that on the night of the accident 
the lights had gone out. Plaintiff contended that, while these 
rules had been promulgated and, were known to her testator, (162) 
they had been, for all practical purposes, or controlling the con- 
duct of engineers on defendant’s road, abrogated and overruled: 1. 
By habitual violation known to defendant’s lessee. 2. By the promul- 
gation and maintenance of schedules which rendered it impossible to 
observe the rules. For the purpose of making good this contention, 
plaintiff introduced Mr. Fogus, who testified that he was an engineer 
and had run fast trains over defendant’s road—was then running from 
Greenville to Spencer, No. 35, fast mail. That No. 40 was a first-class 


train, having precedence over second-class and inferior trains. He was — 


asked the number of switches between Greenville and Spencer. He 
answered 140. That the distance between Greenville and Spencer was 
154 miles; that the schedule of No. 35 was four hours and fifty-two 
minutes, having 12 stops. No. 40 had four hours and forty-nine min- 
utes, having 13 stops. That he was on the road every other night; a 
good part of the switch-lights were out. It depends on the weather 
how many were out, usually from 10 to 15; sometimes more, sometimes 
less. On stormy nights one-third to one-fourth would be out. Did not 
stop train when lights were out. Could not maintain the schedule and 
observe the rules in regard to switch-lights whieh were out. In regard 
to the time lost by stopping at switch-lights, it would depend upon the 
location of the switch: If down grade, not more than two or three 
minutes; if at the foot of a long grade, five or six; average four or five 
minutes—about one-half to one hour on an entire run. In response to 
the question: “Assuming the jury should find from-the evidence the 
facts to be that as many as from 10 to 15 of the switch-lights, on an 
average, were out, from Greenville to Spencer, every night for a year 
prior to the 8th day of June, 1904, and that train No. 40 and similar 
first-class trains ran over the said track between said points, have you an 
opinion, satisfactory to yourself, as to whether said train could 
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(163) have been run between said points and kept their schedule, and. 
at the same time obeyed the rule of the Southern Railway re- 
quiring said trains. to stop at each of said switches where said lights © 
were out? and if you have such an opinion, state what it is.” To which 
he responded: “I have an opinion. I do not think that they could > 
obey that rule and hold the schedule. When the switch-light is out, you 
ean see the target about two telegraph poles away by an electric ght. 
A train running 35 miles an hour up grade I could stop in 130 yards; 
down grade it would take double that time; on medium grade 250 
yards. Telegraph poles 90 feet apart. Would report, at end of run, 
number of lights out on run. Had done so six or seven months when 
Haynes was killed.” 
James C. Wallace, introduced by plaintiff, testified that he worked 
on Southern Railway from 1890 to 1899. Fireman and engimeer; ran 
from different points, including Greenville to Spencer. Had frequently 
observed switch-lights out; knew the rules. Had seen the switch-lights 
out and in bad condition many times when running as fireman with Mr. 
Tankersley as engineer. Could never tell that he paid any attention to 
lights being out by way that he handled brakes. He seemed to be 
anxious to make schedule. Ran with other engineers when switch- 
lights were out. They did not stop trains or pay any attention to them. 
Has run a passenger train as engineer from Charlotte to Spencer. 
Switch-lights often out; did not stop for them; did not slacken speed— 
did not have time. Was violating rules. Was discharged from service 
October, 1899. 

There was evidence that the usual speed of first-class passenger trains 
passing the switch at “Ice-House Siding” was 35 miles an hour. 

The defendant introduced Mr. Tankersley, an engineer, who testified 
that when approaching switches, with danger-signal or when no light 

was shown, he always stopped, contradicting plaintifi’s witnesses ; 
(164) that he found but few lights out—not more than two or three, 
never more than four or five, on the run. When he approached 

a switch at which the light was not ‘buming he observed the target, and 
if it was all right, would go ahead. 

There was other testimony bearing upon the custom of engineers in 
passing switch when lights were out. All of this testimony was ob- 
jected to by defendant, and to its admission exception was duly taken. 
We have deemed it best to discuss the several exceptions directed to its 
admission together. 

The plaintiff, by way of meeting the defense of contributory eels 
gence, based upon an alleged violation of the rule requiring her testator, 
when approaching the switch, in the absence of the white light, which 
indicated that the switch was properly set, to slow down until he could 
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control his engine, sought to show, as we have seen, that the rules had 
been so habitually violated as to nullify them, and that such violation 
was essential to the operation of the trains in accordance with the sched- 
ules prescribed. For this purpose the testimony was competent. The 
only way in which plaintiff could maintain her contention, if at all, was 
by showing such a number of violations, during such a space of time 
and under such circumstances, known to defendant’s officers and agents, | 
as would substitute the practice for the rule. Whether the testimony, 
if found to be true, measured up to the required standard to work the 
result to which it was directed, is another question. 

In the same way it was material and relevant to plaintiff’s contention 
to show the distance between Greenville and Salisbury, the schedule 
prescribed, the number of switch-lights, their usual condition, the length 
of time which would be consumed in conforming to the rule to stop, ete. 
The value of the testimony, the knowledge and capacity of the witnesses, 
their temper and bias, if any, was for the jury. Assuming that the 
light was out, or, as expressed by some of the witnesses, that the 
switch showed “a dead light,’ the rule imposed upon plaintiff’s (165) 
testator the duty of treating it as a danger-signal and directed 
him how to act. The evidence was plenary that he knew of the rule, 
and, if in force, was under obligation to obey it. 

Mr. Giles testified that he was conductor of No. 40 on the night of 
the aceident. That the engine ran into the switch at 12:30 o’clock, 
when running 35 or 40 miles an hour, which was the usual speed for 
first-class trains at that point. He got off and went to engine, returned 
to the switch in two or three minutes to learn the cause of the wreck. 
Found switch set for sidetrack, lock gone and light out; everything else 
in good condition. 

Other witnesses for defendant testified to substantially the same facts 
in regard to the condition of the switch, ete. 

If the testimony, taken as a whole, was fit to be submitted to the 
jury for the purpose of basing a finding that the rule was not, in re- 
spect to plaintiff’s testator, alive and in force, the sole remaining ques- 
tion is whether there is error in his Honor’s rulings in regard to the 
instructions to the jury. In Biles ». Rk. #., 189 N. C., 528 (at page 
532), Mr. Justice Hoke says: “The violation of a known rule of the 
company, made for an employee’s protection and safety, when the proxi- 
mate cause of such employee’s injury, will usually bar a recovery. This 
is only true, however, of a rule which is alive and enforced, and does not 
obtain when a rule is habitually viclated to the knowledge of the em- 
ployer or of those who stand to the employer as vice-principals, or when 
the rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for such a 
length of time, that the employer could, by the exercise of ordinary 
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care, have ascertained its nonobservance. Under such circumstances 
the rule is considered as waived or abrogated.” Citing Thompson on 
~Neg., sec. 5404; Beach Cont. Neg., sec. 8738. “Knowledge on the part 
of the master of such habitual violation need not be shown by 
(166) direct evidence that the officers saw it practised, but notice may 
be inferred from circumstances, as from its notoriety, long stand- 
ing, and that it was known to the company’s employees.” 20 A. and 
E., 109; Barry v. BR. R., 98 Mo., 69. “Where an engineer placed his 
engine upon the main track of the road contrary to its prescribed rules, 
and it appeared the rule had been habitually violated by engineers for 
a period of at least one year, it was held that the question of defend- 
ant’s negligence in not enforcing its rule was for the jury, and a finding 
of negligence by them was warranted.” Whitaker v. D. & H. Co., 126 
N. Y., 544, Sanborn, Circuit Judge, in R. R. v. Nickels, 50 Fed., 722, 
discussing this question, says: “To hold that the defendant oman 
could make this rule on paper, call it to plaintiff’s attention and give 
him written notice that he must obey it and be bound by it one day, and | 
know and acquiesce, without complaint or objection, in the complete 
disregard of it, by the plaintiff and all its other employees associated 
with him, on every day he was in its service, and then escape liability 
to him for an injury caused by its own breach of duty towards the 
plaintiff because he disregarded this rule, would be neither good morals 
nor good law.” Rk. R. v. Reagan, 96 Tenn., 128; R. R. v. Lerghty, 
... Texas, ...; Wright v. R. R., 14 Utah, 383; Tulhs v. R. #., 105 
Fed., 554. : 
There is another view of the question regarding disobedience of the 
rules pressed upon our attention in the argument. Plaintiff says that 
it is shown by the testimony that between Greenville and Spencer there 
were 140 switches. That frequently as many as 10 or 15 of the hghts 
were not burning. That engineers were required by the rules to report, 
and, the evidence shows, did report, this to the superintendent of the | 
company, whose duty it was to attend to such matters. That 
(167) the officers and agents, therefore, knew of the conditions exist- 
ing in this respect. That, in the light of such conditions, they 
promulgated and maintained a pohedule for No. 40, and other fast mail 
trains, requiring a rate of speed which could not be maintained without 
violating the rule. That, thereby, they not only knew of such habitual 
violation, but, by imposing duties upon the engireers the performance 
of which rendered such violations necessary, abrogated the rule. That 
by reason of this condition the defendant is estopped from setting up 
and enforcing the rules to prevent a recovery for injuries sustained by 
its own negligence in failing to furnish a clear track and switch-lights. 
The same contention was presented and discussed in Hall v. R. fh., 46 
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Minn., 489, in which Mitchell, J., says: “The next point urged is that 
the plaintiff was himself guilty of contributory negligence in not re- 
_ ducing the speed of his train while running through the yard, so as to 
have it completely under control, as required by the rule, which counsel 
claims means that the speed must not.be greater than that at which 
the engineer can stop his train within the distance that he can see 
danger ahead. This rule, hke many of the others, does not command 
the doing or not doing of a particular specific act, but is one calling 
for the exercise of judgment and diligence on the part of the engineer, | 
and must be construed in that view and considered in connection with 
the other rules of the company and responsibilities imposed upon engi- 
neers. It would seem that the construction which plaintiff himself 
put upon this rule is a reasonable one, that is, that he should have his 
_ train so under control that he could stop it before reaching the danger- 
point, if the proper signals were seasonably given him. But even if the 
rule, if standing by itself, might mean what defendant claims, yet, as 
to plaintiff, it was clearly modified by the schedule of time according 
to which these trains were required to be run, and were actually 
run, presumably with the knowledge and at the direction of the (168) 
defendant’s governing officers. The plaintiff could not conform 
to the time-table, and, at the same time, keep his train under complete 
control, in the sense in which defendant claims that term is used in the 
rules. If compliance with a general rule is rendered impossible by other 
and inconsistent orders given by the master to his employee, negligence 
cannot be imputed to the employee for not following the general rule.” 
The opinion from which we have made this citation is a strikingly 
able one, and much that is said in it is applicable to this appeal. It 
is cited by Judge Bailey in his work on “Personal Injuries,” sec. 3455. 
The same doctrine is applied in #. R. v. Raney, 89 Ind., 453. Elliott, 
J., writing for the Court, says: ‘When the orders given to an engineer 
by the governing or superior officers of the company require him 
to run in a different manner from that prescribed in the rules, and 
other trains of the class of that placed in his charge are so run with 
the knowledge and by the direction of the governing officers, then neg- 
ligence cannot be imputed to the engineer although he does not follow 
the general rules. In this instance there was evidence fully justifying 
the jury in finding that the orders embodied in the schedule in the 
direction of the appellant’s officers, and involved in the usual practise 
of the company, annulled and rendered ineffective its general rules, 
* * * the engineer was not guilty of contributory negligence in not 
seeing the condition of the switch. While, under the rules of the com- 
‘pany, it was his duty to exercise great care and vigilance, he was not ~ 
chargeable with negligence because he did not see what men could 
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not have seen. * * * In addition to this, he knew he was entitled 
to a clear track, and he had no reason to suppose that it had been made 
dangerous by the culpable negligence of others.” &. Rh. v. Flynn, 154 
Il, 448. 
‘These authorities, which meet our approval, amply sustain 
(169) plaintifi’s contention in this respect. The evidence in regard 
to the schedule, distance, and number of switches was uncontra- 
dicted. Two witnesses testified to the number usually not lighted and 
two others swore to a much smaller number. The uncontradicted tes- 
timony shows that No. 40 was running at the usual speed when it 
reached the switch and just about schedule rate of speed. We think 
that there was evidence proper to be submitted to the jury upon both 
aspects of the controversy. 

His Honor, in charging the jury upon the second issue, gave the in- , 
structions asked by defendant respecting the duty of the engineer to 
keep a careful watch and look-out for obstacles and defects in the track 
and condition of the switches, and his duty to take precaution to pro- 
tect his train. Among other instructions, he said to the jury: “That 
under the rules of the company, it was the duty of the plaintiff, in 
approaching yards, to be especially careful as to the location of switches, 
and if the jury should find from the evidence that the deceased, by being 
specially careful, could have seen that the switch-light was out, in time _ 
to have stopped the train, you will answer the second issue ‘Yes’—if the 
rule was alive and enforced.” His Honor had before this instructed the 
jury in regard to the duty imposed by the rule and what must be shown 

@cfore it could be treated as abrogated. In his general charge he 
adopted the language used by us in Biles v. A. R., supra. 

The defendant took a number of exceptions to the refusal to give 
instructions regarding the condition of the road-bed. There was no 
controversy in regard to the road-bed. The answer to the first issue 
depended upon the view which the jury took of defendant’s testimony 
in regard to the condition of the switch, the persons who used it during 
the day and night of the accident, and persons who had the key, ete. 
These were peculiarly questions for the jury. 

It is not for us to conjecture how or by whose agency the 

(170) plaintifi’s testator, while in the discharge of his duty, relying 
upon defendant’s lessee, his employer, to furnish him a clear 
track, was carried to his death by an open switch and a “dead light.” 
Tt is not clear to our minds why in the defendant’s shifting yard, with 
so many of its employees moving about, having ample opportunity to 
watch and see the condition of the switch and that the light was out, 
it was lett to the engineer to save himself, and his train loaded with 
passengers, from destruction. Doubtless the > jury thought that the man 
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who threw the key into the garden was the one who negligently left 
the switch set to the siding, and after seeing, when too late, the terrible 
disaster resulting from his negligence, divested himself of the evidence 
of his guilt, and when the trial came was not to be found. To say the 
least of it, much of the testimony was unsatisfactory, and the absence of 
_ two'persons who had an opportunity to know something of the manage- 
ment of the shifting-engine on the day and night of the disaster jus- 
tified the jury in finding that the defendant had not satisfactorily re- 
moved the burden which the law cast upon it. The engineer is dead. 
The conductor says that in two or three minutes after the accident he 
went to the switch; it was set to the siding and the light was out. It 
devolved upon the defendant’s lessee to explain this condition of its 
track. It was its duty to use reasonable care to keep the rail to the 
main track and to keep a light burning. It failed in both. 

Upon a careful examination of the entire record and the several ex- 
ceptions made by defendant, we do not discover any error of which it 
can complain. The judgement must be 


Aftirmed. 


Cited: Overcash v. Electric Co., 144 N. 0., 577; Winslow v. Hard- — 
wood Coc, 147 N. C., 279; Bordeaux vo. &. R., 150 N. C., 531; Boney 
Wa diag WOO ING Ces 111. 





(171) 
CREIGHTON v. WATER COMMISSIONERS. 


(Filed 27 November, 1906.) 


Eminent Domain—Damages—Evidence—Value—Huisting Hasement. 
Pleadings. 


1. In an action by a landowner to recover damages for land appropriated for 
the purposes of a waterworks company, evidence as to the character of 
the land and the value of the crops raised prior to the appropriation was 
competent to aid the jury in determining the market value of the land. 


2, In an action by a landowner to recover damages for land appropriated for 
the purposes of a waterworks company the Court erred in excluding a 
deed, offered by defendant in mitigation or reduction of damages, exe- 
cuted by plaintiff to a company to whose rights defendant succeeded,. 
which imposed an easement upon a portion of the land in controversy 
of like kind, but less in degree. | 

3. Matters in mitigation of damages may be shown under an answer contain- 
ing a general denial only, and need not be specially pleaded. 


Action by H. L. Creighton and wife against Board of Water Com- 
missioners of Charlotte, heard by Bryan, J., and-a jury, at the June 
Term. 1906, of MECKLENBURG. 
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There is allegation and evidence tending to show that defendant, under 
and by virtue of power given in its charter, in the exercise of the right 
of eminent domain, has entered upon certain lands of plaintiffs and 
seeks to appropriate same and impose an easement thereon for the neces- 
sary and public purposes contemplated by the statute. 

Plaintiffs, in accordance with the provisions of the law, instituted . 
this proceeding to recover damages sustained by reason of the acts of 
defendant; and on issues determinative of different features of this 
controversy there was a verdict and jucemennst for plaintiffs, and de- 
fendant excepted and appealed. 


( 172) Maxwell d& Keerans for the plaintiffs. 
Hugh W. Harris for the defendant. 


Hoxz, J., after stating the facts: The objections urged. to the va- 
lidity of this trial are to the rulings of the Court on questions of evi- 
dence. 

Defendant excepted: 

1. To the admission of evidence indicated in the following question 
and answer: | 

Q. Now, Mr. Creighton, state to the jury what sort of meadow-land 
it is, or rather was, before the dam was erected and the water was placed 
over the meadow-land (which is admitted, I believe, in the pleadings). 
Ans. I have been working with it about thirty years, and it was cer- 
tainly good meadow—just as fine as anybody’s. meadow in the country. 

Q. Can you state the value of the hay you got off of it from year to 
year? <A. I never weighed it just exactly how many pounds. I would 
get four to six to eight two-horse loads. 

This testimony was offered and admitted to show the character and 
quality of the land appropriated, and was clearly competent; tending 
to establish a relevant fact to aid the jury in determining therefrom the 
market value of the land—one of the principal questions in dispute. 
We think the exception is without merit. Brown v. Power Co., 140 
N. C., 341. | | 

Defendant further excepts because the trial Court excluded a deed: 
offered by defendant in mitigation or reduction of damages. The deed 
was executed by plaintiff in November, 1887, and conveyed to Char- 
lotte City Waterworks four acres of the land ineluded in the contro- 
versy, and granting to the City Waterworks a privilege or easement as 
follows: 

“And it agreed that the party of the second part, its successors and 

assigns, may dig, ditch, and lay pipe for the purpose of conduct- 
(173) ing waters through the same across the lands of the parties of 
152 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1906. 
CREIGHTON v. WATER COMMISSIONERS, 


the first part, with the right to so conduct, provided that the 

party. of the second part shall pay any and all damages done to grow- 

ing crops of the parties of the first part or their tenants caused by rea- 

son of digging said ditches.” 

In excluding this deed we think there was error, which siti the 
defendant to a new trial. | 

We see no reason why, in ascertaining the damage done to the land 
by the easement now to be imposed upon it, the jury should not be 
allowed and required to consider the existence of an easement formerly 
granted and now held by defendant covering a portion of the same land 
and imposing a burden upon it of like kind, but less in degree or quan-. 
tity. The real damage done to the land is the difference between the 
_ burden now sbdught and the one already imposed upon the land by plain- 
tiff’s former deed. There is also well-considered authority for this 
position. Crowell v. Beverly, 134 Mass., 98. 

It is urged by plaintiff, in support of the ruling: That no connec- 
tion 1s shown between the present defendant: and the Charlotte City 
Waterworks, the grantee 1h the deed; this company being, at that 
time, a private corporation, and gntinely distinct from the present de- 
fendant, 

The answer 1s that plaintiff's complaint, in section 2, makes specific 
reference to this same deed, and alleges that the present defendant has 
“taken, holds, and controls the land conveyed in same by virtue of its — 
charter,” ete. | 

And section 3-of the defendant’s answer avers in admission of this 

allegation : 

“That under ond by virtue of said Act of the Assembly, the defend- 
ant became vested with all the rights and franchises, privileges and 
easements, and all the powers and duties of the said municipal corpora- 
tion of the City of Charlotte, pertaining to its water-works, and 

of the “Charlotte City Waterworks Company,” a corporation (174) 
duly created by an act of the General Assembly of North Caro- 

| lina, ratified the 10th day of March, A. D. 1881.” 

oan it is urged that the ruling is correct because the rights fat 
privileges conveyed in the deed are not set up and claimed in the an- 
swer; and this in accord with the recognized principle that the right to 
an easement as a defense to an action must be pleaded specially, and 
cannot be taken advantage of under the general issue, for which plain- 
tiff cites us to 7 A. and E., Pl. and Pr., 258, 259. 

We agree with plaintift that, as a scl peepee? this position 
is well taken. 

It is true that, at common law, matter in eeeeton of anaes. for 
which purpose plaintiff claims to have offered this deed, could or should 
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not have been pleaded, but was given in evidence under the general 
issue. | | 

And, in the absence of specific requirement to the contrary, we are — 
of opinion that, under The Code, facts in mitigation as a general rule, 
not being issuable matter, are not required to be set up by plea. And 
the weight of authority, we think, justifies the statement on this subject, 
18 A. and E., 182, that “Matters in mitigation of damages may, in 
most jurisdictions, be shown under an answer containing a general 
denial only, and need not be specially pleaded.” Citing authorities 
from California, Michigan, Massachusetts, and other States. 

But in setting up an easement, particularly one which rests in a writ- 
ten deed, this is not strictly matter in mitigation. While it may not 
go to the entire demand so as to afford full protection to’ the extent of 
the right sought to be acquired, it is a bar to relief pro tanto, and the 
same reasons which require that such a right should be set up when 
elaimed in bar of all relief exist when it is offered in bar of part of the 

relief ; though, in terms, it may be offered in reduction of dam- 
(175) ages. . 

We do not think, however, that the position is available to 
plaintiff on the facts of the case before us; for we hold that the rights 
referred to by the deed in question are sufficiently set forth in the 
pleadings to permit that the same should be received in evidence for the 
purpose for which it was offered. - 

In section 3 of the answer, already quoted, defendant alleges that it 
holds “all the rights, franchises, privileges and easements of the Char- 
lotte City Waterworks,” grantees in this deed. 

While this might not ordinarily be sufficiently definite and precise, it 
is rendered so, we think, by the positive allegation in section 2 of the 
complaint, that defendant, under its charter, has “taken, holds, and con- 
trols the land by virtue of this very deed” to the Charlotte City Water- 
works. ° 

The existence and contents of this deed are, therefore, fully disclosed 
in the pleadings. . 

The allegation of section 3 of the answer, otherwise, perhaps, too gen- 
eral, becomes definite and precise as to this particular claim, and the 
deed should have been received in evidence. For this error there will 
be a new trial on all the issues. 


New Trial 


Cited: Myers v. Charlotte, 146 N.C., 248 New Bern v. Wadsworth, 
151 N. C., 313. 
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(176) 
ROBERTS v. RAILROAD, 


(Filed 27 November, 1906.) 
_ ~Railroads—Assaulis—Master and Servant—Scope of Employment. 


In an action against a railroad company for damages for an alleged wrongful 
assault by its servant, the Court correctly charged the jury that “where 
a servant does a wrong to a third person the master must answer for the 
act, if it was committed in the scope and course of the servant’s employ- 
ment and in furtherance of the master’s interests,” and committed no 
error in refusing plaintiff's prayer that if the assault was committed by 
the servant while engaged in the performance of his duties, the company 
was, in any event, responsible. 


Action by T. J. Roberts against Southern Railway Company for 
damages for assault and battery, heard by Bryan, J., and a jury, at the 
June Term, 1906, of MuckLenzure. 

The evidence shows that plaintiff, an employee of the defendant, on 
its yard at Charlotte, was assaulted by one Bradley, the yardmaster, and 
plaintifi’s superior. 

Plaintiff’s account of the difficulty tended to show that plaintiff, 
having made some mistake in switching a train onto the wrong track, 
went into the office; and some time thereafter, and within a short time, 
Bradley, the yardmaster, came in and spoke to plaintiff about the mis- 
take, and plaintiff called Bradley a swell head, and the assault was then 
committed. 

Bradley’s account was that he spoke to plaintiff about the mistake 
when it was made, and then he, Bradley, went into the office. That 
later, plaintiff came in and commenced to quarrel with witness, and the 
fight followed. Bradley further testified that the assault was not at all 
serious, and both he and plaintiff were off duty when it occurred. 

Plaintiff contended that thongh Bradley’s successor may have | 
been then on the yard and in charge, that Bradley had still con- (177) 
tinued to work and was engaged in his duties at the time of the 
assault. 

Plaintiff asked the Court to charge that on the testimony, if believed, 
the jury should answer the first issue as to a wrongful assault “Yes, 
which was declined, and the plaintiff excepted. ° 

The plaintiff further asked the following special instructions: “That 
if the jury find from the evidence that Bradley, the servant of the 
defendant, while in the discharge of the work of the defendant company, 
assaulted the plaintiff, they will answer the first issue ‘Yes.’” Refused, 
except as given in the general charge, and plaintiff excepts. | 

“That if the jury find from the evidence that the plaintiff was as- 
saulted by Bradley, the servant or employee of the defendant, while 
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the plaintiff was on duty doing the work of the defendant company, and 
that such assault was made by the servant Bradley in consequence of a 
dispute which arose over the manner in which plaintifi’s work was 
being done or had been done, the jury will answer the first issue ‘Yes,’ 
although the jury may find that Bradley had been relieved for the time 
by the arrival of another yardmaster.” Refused, except as given in 
the general charge, and' plaintiff excepts. | 

“That if the jury find that Mr. Blackwood had relieved Mr. Bradley 
from his duty as yardmaster before the difficulty commenced between 
the plaintiff and defendant’s employee, Bradley, the defendant is nev- 
ertheless liable in damages for the assault of Bradley on the plaintiff, 
unless Bradley had actually quit his duties before he made the assault 
upon the plaintiff, about the defendant’s business, and before he had 
actually gone off duty for the defendant, the jury will answer the first 
issue ‘Yes.’” Refused, except as given in the general charge, and plain- 
tiff excepts. 

The Court, among ilies things, see the jury that where 

(178) a servant does a wrong to a third person, the master must an- 

swer for the act if it was committed in the course and scope of 

the servant’s employment and in furtherance of the master’s business. 

And, on the request of plaintiff; further charged that the defendant 

company is responsible in damages for the wrong done plaintiff by the 

employee of the defendant while such employee or servant was acting 
within the scope of his employment. 

And, in response to a prayer of the defendant, the Court charged 
that if the jury find from the evidence that Bradley had been relieved 
from duty by the day yardmaster, Blackwood, before the fight occurred, 
the answer to the first issue should be “No.” 

The plaintiff excepted to the refusal of the Court to give his prayers 
for instructions and to the prayer given at the request of the defendant. 

The jury answered the first issue as to wrongful assault “No.” 

Judgment on the verdict for the defendant, and plaintiff excepted and 
appealed. 


Morrison & Whitlock for the plaintiff. 
W. B. Rodman and ‘lL. C. Caldwell for the defendant. 


Hoxn, J., after stating the case: The enn among other things, 
charged the jury as follows: 

“The Court further charges you that where a servant does a wrong 
to a third person, the master must answer for the act if it was com- 
mitted in the scope and course of the servant’s employment and in fur- 
therance of the master’s interests.” 
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This is a correct general principle which has been frequently applied 
to different cases in this and other jurisdictions, and on the facts dis- 
closed by the testimony is as favorable as plaintiff had any right to ask. 
Jackson v. Telegraph Co., 189 N. C., 847; Prerce v. kh. R., 124 N. C., 
83. 

And the charge of the Court pelow in giving the defendant’s 
prayer for instructions, while not under all circumstances a defi- (179) 
nite or precise test of responsibility, as applied to the facts of this 
case, 1s in accord with the best-considered decisions. Palmer v. R. R., 131 
N.C., 250. Nor was any error committed in refusing plaintiff’s prayers © 
for instructions. They all embody the idea that if the assault was 
committed by Bradley while engaged in the performance of his duties, 
the company is, in any event, responsible. The Court is confirmed in 
this interpretation of the prayers by the statement in the brief of plain- 
tiff’s attorney in connection with them, as follows: 

“We think that the true ,test is whether or not Bradley was still en- 
gaged in and about the duties pertaining to his position when the as- 
sault was committed.” ~ 

And we hold that this is not the correct principle. The test is not 
whether the act was done while Bradley was on duty or engaged in his 
duties; but was it done within the scope of his employment and in the 
prosecution and furtherance of the business which was given him to do? — 

As held in Sawyer v. R. R., 142 N. C., 7, quoting from Wood on 
Master and Servant, sec. 807%: “The simple test is whether they were 
‘acts within the scope of his employment-—not whether they were done 
while prosecuting the master’s business, but whether they were done by 
the servant in furtherance thereof, and were such as may be fairly said 
to be authorized by him. By authorized is not meant authority ex- 
pressly conferred; but whether the act was such as was incident to the 
performance of the duties entrusted to him by the master, even though 
in opposition to his express and written orders.” 

And again from the same author, at sec. 288: 

“An employer who leaves to an émiployes to do certain acts for him 
according to the employee’s Judgment and discretion is answer- 
able for the manner or occasion of doing it, provided it is done (180) 
bona fide and within the scope of the servant’s express or implied 
authority, and not from mere Eee or wantonness and wholly outside 
of the duties conferred wpon him.” 

The distinction here dwelt upon is very well stated in Mott v. Ice Co., 
73 N. Y., 548, as follows: “For the acts of a servant in the general scope 
of his cmpiogiene while engaged in his master’s business, and done 
with a view to the furtherance of that business and the master’s inter- 
ests, the latter 1s responsible, whether the act be done negligently, wan- 
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tonly, or even willfully. The quality of the act does not excuse. But 
if the employee, without regard to his service, or to accomplish some 
purpose of his own, act maliciously or wantonly, the employer is not 
responsible.” - And the general doctrine on the subject is fully consid- 
ered in the case of Damel v. BR. &., 186 N. C., 527. 

The error in plaintiff’s position, as contained in the prayers for 
instructions, is that they -make the responsibility depend on whether 
the act was done by Bradley, the yardmaster, whilé engaged in his 
duties, and leave entirely out of consideration the questions whether the 
act was done In the scope of Bradley’s employment and in prosecution 
and furtherance of the powers entrusted to him, and whether it was 
not an independent tort on the part of Bradley; im which case, the 
employer is not responsible. Jaggard, Torts, 279. The same author 
says, at p. 279: “The question of what is or is not an independent tort 
of the servant cannot, it seems, be referred to any definite rule, but is 
ordinarily a question of fact for the jury.” . . 

Applying these rules to the facts of the case before us, there has 
been no error committed which gives the plaintiff any ground of com- 
plaint. | 

While the testimony differs considerably on the merits of the contro- 

versy as between plaintiff and Bradley, there is no substantial 
(181) difference as to the facts which do or do not tend to inculpate the 
defendant company. 

Both plaintiff and defendant testify that the conduct of plaintiff in 
changing, or failing to change, the switch had passed at the time of the’ 
quarrel. Whether plaintiff went into the office and Bradley after-— 
wards came in, or Bradley went into the office and was later followed 
by plaintiff, does not affect the question in this aspect of the case. Both 
statements show that the conduct of plaintiff about the switch as a 
physical act was a closed incident; and that at the time Bradley was 
neither directing plaintiff about his work nor giving him instructions 
about it for the future; nor even physically correcting him about it in 
the past. It was simply a quarrel that two employees had about a past 
event, in which Bradley -was clearly acting of his own mind and will as 
an independent agent, and in which plaintiff is not at all free from 
fault. 


No Error. 
Cited: Stewart v. Lumber Co., 146 N. C., 69, 81, 114; Marlowe v. 


Bland, 154 N. C., 148; Dover v. Mfg. Co., 157 N. C., 827; Bucken v. 
R. R.,, [b., 447; Fleming v. Knitting Mills, 161 N. C., 487, 439. 
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MACHINE COMPANY v. CHALKLEY. 
(Filed 27 November, 1906.) 


Sales—Contracts—Requisites—Mutual Mistake as to Subject-matter—Conver- 
sion—Liability—Counterclaim. 


Where the plaintiff proposed to sell a certain kind of machine and the defend- 
ant to buy another and quite a different kind, there was a mutual mistake 
as to the subject-matter of the sale, and the minds of the parties not 
having met in one and the same intention, there was no contract, but the 
defendant, having received and converted to his own use the machine 
shipped to him, is liable for its value, and his counterclaim for the differ-_ 
ence in the price of the two machines must fail. 


Action by Charles Holmes Machine. Company against D. B. and 
M. H. Chalkley, trading as Stanton Tanning Company, heard by 
Council, J., and a jury, at the June Special Term, 1906, of (182) 
WILKEs. 

The plaintiff brought this action to recover the sum of two hundred 
and twenty-five dollars, it being the balance due on the purchase-price 
of a remodeled scouring and setting machine, and the possession of a 
Sawyer measuring machine, or if the same cannot be had, then for two 
hundred and fifty dollars, the value thereof, and one hundred dollars 
for its detention and deterioration, all of which property it alleges was 
sold at one and the same time to the defendant. There was no dispute 
about the sale of the scouring and setting machine, and defendant ad- 
mitted his liability for the amount of the balance due on the price of 
that machine; but he averred in his answer that he had not bought the 
Sawyer measuring machine, which was a side or half-hide measuring 
machine, whereas he contracted to purchase of the plaintiff and the 
latter agreed to sell to him a whole-hide measuring machine, and he 
sets up a counter-claim for the difference in the price of the two ma- 
chines, as damages, the amount of the said difference being six hundred 
and fifty dollars. The contract was made by correspondence. The 
plaintiff advertised for sale a Sawyer measuring machine, and the de- 
fendant, referring to the advertisement, inquired by letter for the price 
of the machine, describing it as a Sawyer whole-hide measuring machine. 
In the correspondence which followed the plaintiff agreed to sell a 
Sawyer measuring machine, as it is described in the advertisement, at 
$250, and the defendant to buy a whole-hide measuring machine at that 
price. The correspondence was lengthy, but this is the substance of it, 
so far as it is material to this case. The defendant received the meas- 
uring machine and sold it for $250—the price he gave for it. It is 
admitted that the plaintiff is entitled to recover the full amount of its. 
claim, unless the defendant can recover on his counter-claim. 
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The Court charged the jury that if they found the facts to be 

(183) as set out in the correspondence, they should return a verdict in 
favor of the plaintiff for the full amount of its claim. The de- 

fendant excepted. The issue and answer thereto were as follows: | 
“What amount, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the defend- 
ant? Ans. The sum of $475, with interest from 15 August, 1902, until 
paid.” Judgment was entered on the verdict, and the defendant ap- 
pealed. 


Finley & Hendren and F. D. Hackett for the plaintiff. | 
W. W. Barber for the defendant. 


Warker, J., after stating the case: The first and most essential ele- 
ment of an agreement is the consent of the parties, an aggregatio men- 
tium, or meeting of two minds in one and the same intention, and until 
the moment arrives when the minds of the parties are thus drawn to- 
gether, the contract is not complete, so as to be legally enforcible. 
Wald’s Pollock on Contract (8 Ed.), p. 3. It is necessary that the 
parties should be assured by mutual communication or negotiation that 
a common intention exists and that they mean the same thing in the 
same sense. Ibid. (1 Ed., 1881), p. 5. It must be remembered, though, 
that this common intention is a fact, or inference of fact, which, like 
any other fact, has to be proved, according to the general rules of ev1- 
dence. Ibid. (3 Ed.), p. 4. Nor is the contract to be ascertained by 
what either one of the parties thought it was, but by what both agreed 
it should be. Prince v. McRae, 84 N. C., 674. The law proceeds not 
upon the understanding of one of the parties, but upon the agreement 
of both. Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co., 1387 N. C., 436, where the authori- 
ties are collected. Subject to this rule, if the treaty of the parties is 
based upon a material mistake of fact of such character that there is 
no mutual assent to one and the same thing, then no contract comes 
into existence, as, in contemplation of the law, there has been a failure 
to agree. Tiffany on Sales, p. 108. 

In this case, the difference between dip parties is as to tlie 

(184) subject-matter of their contract or as to what was sold by one 
and bought by the other. “It is essential to the validity of a 
contract that the parties should have consented to the same subject- 
matter in the same sense. They must have contracted ad idem.” Ut- 
ley v. Donaldson, 94 U. §., 29. It has also been said that “as mutual 
assent is necessary to the formation of the contract, it follows that an 
error or mistake of fact in that which goes to the essence of the agree- 
ment, and therefore excludes such assent, prevents the formation of the 
contract, since each party is really assenting to something different, 
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notwithstanding the apparent mutual assent.” 24 A. and E. (2 Ed.), 
1034. And this doctrine, of course, applies to a mistake of the parties 
as to the subject-matter, as is there stated. In a case much like this one it 
was held that the contract must. be on the one side to sell, and on the other 
side to accept, one and the same thing. Thornton v. Kempster, 5 Taun- 
ton, 786 (1 E. C. L., 265). Where there is a mistake as to the subject- 
matter of the sale, it affects the substance of the contract by eliminating 
its essential element, the mutual assent of the parties, upon the principle 
embodied in the maxim of the civil law, “Cwm in corpore dissentitur, 
apparet nullam esse acceptionem.” Gardner v. Lane, 94 Mass., 89. So 
in the case of Kyle v. Kavanaugh, 103 Mass., 356, the Court uses lan- 
guage peculiarly appheable to the facts of this case: “If the defend- 
ant was negotiating for one thing and the plaintiff was selling another 
thing, and their minds did not agree as to the subject-matter of the sale, 
there would be no contract by which the defendant would be bound, 
though there was no fraud on the part of the plaintiff. This rule is in — 
accordance with the elementary principles of the law of contract.” The 
following cases are also in point: Wheat v. Cross, 31 Md., 99; Sher 
wood v. Walker, 66 Mich., 568; Cutts v. Guild, 57 N. Y., 299 : Callens 
v. Griswold, 11 Hun. (N. paar 208; Sheldon v. Capron, : R. , 
171; Ketchum v. Catlin, 21 Vix 191: Spurr v. Benedict, 99 (185) 
Mass,, 463, | 

Let us now apply the principle thus established to the facts of this 
ease. The correspondence plainly shows, as his Honor held, that the 
parties were mutually mistaken as to what was being sold. The plain- 
tiff advertised for sale the very machine which was shipped to the de- 
fendant, it being the one and the only one it proposed to sell at $250. 
‘The defendant accepted the proposal, but not according to the terms in 
which it was made. The plaintiff proposed to sell one thing and the 
defendant to buy another and quite different thing. There is no other 
construction to be placed upon the correspondence between the parties. 
There was a mutual mistake as to an essential matter, and the minds 
of the parties have therefore not met in one and the same intention. 
There is no frand alleged in this case, but nevertheless it results that 
there was no contract. The defendant, though, has received and con- 
verted to his own use the machine shipped to him, and as it was not 
his property, but belonged to the plaintiff, he is liable for its value, 
which is admitted to be $250, that being the amount realized from the 
sale of it by him. Tiffany on Sales, pp. 108 and 109. In this view 
of the case, the counter-claim, as a matter of course, must fail. 

It does not appear that there is any machine known in the trade as a 
“whole-hide measuring machine,” though there may be one of that kind. 
Assuming that there is, the defendant says in his counter-claim that it 
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is worth $900, and seeks to recover the difference in the price of the two 
machines. : The defendant was conducting a tannery at Stanton, N. C., 
and intended to use the machine in his business and may be presumed 
to have had knowledge of the value of such machines. It seems that 
he expected to buy a machine worth $900 at the much reduced price of 
$250. The great disparity between the real value of the machine which 
the defendant thought he was buying and the price at which the 
(186) plaintifi’s machine was advertised for sale, 1t would seem, was 
sufficient to excite his inquiry as to whether he and the plaintiff 
really understood each other, if not to induce the belief that there was a 
mistake. But however this may be, they did not agree, and there was 
no sale by which the defendant acquired title to something he did not 
get, but which, as he alleges, he should have received. 


No Error, 





MORRISON v. THAGUE. 
| (Filed 27 November, 1906.) 
Marriage Licenses—Register of Deeds—Reasonable Inquiry—Question of Law. 


In an action against a Register of Deeds to recover the penalty under Revisal, 
sec. 2090, for issuing a marriage license contrary to its provisions, where 
the uncontradicted evidence showed that the Register took the word of 
the prospective bridegroom and his friend, neither of whom he knew, as 
to the age of the young lady, and made no further inquiry of any one, the 
Court should have given the plaintiff’s prayer for instruction that as a 
matter of law defendant failed to make reasonable inquiry as to the age 
of plaintiff's daughter. 


Action by State on relation of W. P. Morrison against G. C. Teague 

and sureties on his official bond, heard by Bryan, /., and a jury, at the 
- October Term, 1906, of ALEXANDER. 
_ Action to recover penalty under sec. 2090, Revisal, for issuing mar- 
riage license for the marriage of relator’s daughter, under the age of 
eighteen, without the written consent of relator and without having 
made reasonable inquiry before issuing the license as required by law. 
From the verdict and judgment rendered, relator appealed. 


(187) B. B. Burke, L. 0. Caldwell, Z. V. Long, and Harry P. Grier 
for the plaintiff. | 
J. L. Gwaltney, J. H. Burke and R. Z, Linney for the defend- 


ant. 


Brown, J. The plaintiff testified that his daughter, Ina May, was 
seventeen years four months and six days old when she was married 
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to Ross Kennedy, her first cousin, who resided in Nebraska, and that she 
had the appearance of a well-developed woman; that she lived in Ire- 
dell County with plaintiff, some twelve miles from Taylorsville and 
eight miles from Statesville. The defendant Teague, Register of Deeds 
of Alexander County, issued the marriage license, upon the application 
of Ross Kennedy, and under it the marriage was duly solemnized in 
said county. At the time the application was made for the license the 
young lady was not present, and as there is no evidence that the Reg- 
ister knew her, wethink her physical appearance may be considered as 
irrelevant. 

What transpired at the time Kennedy applied for license appears 
solely in the testimony of witness Matherson, as follows: “I live in 
Taylorsville; in April, 1905, I was in the office of the Register of Deeds, 
Mr. Teague, with Mr. Long, when he asked Mr. Teague about issuing 
the license. Teague said he had no written permission; said he in- 
quired of Kennedy and a man with him about the girl’s age; said he 
knew neither of them, but issued the hcense and made no further in- 
quiry of any one.” Cross-examined: “Teague said he made inquiry 
of them why they applied for license in Taylorsville; he said they said 
the girl lived in an adjoining county, and that it was nearer to Taylors- 
ville than-it was to Statesville; that he inquired of both; said they 
appeared to be nice, decent men; he said they both said they knew her 
age and ere was over elghteen years of age, and said Kennedy swore 
she was.” Defendant offered no evidence. 

Plaintiff requested the Court to charge the jury as matter of 
law that defendant Teague in any view of the evidence failed to (188) 
make reasonable inquiry as to the age of plaintiff’s daughter. 
Refused. Plaintiff excepted. The Court instructed the jury that the 
evidence being uncontradicted, he held as a matter of law that the de- 
fendant had made reasonable inquiry as to the age of Ina May Mor- 
rison, and if the jury believed the evidence they would answer the third 
issue “No,” and the fourth issue, “Nothing.” Plaintiff excepted. 

The learned counsel for the defendant, Mr. Gwaltney, most earnestly © 
contended in his argument that upon a fair interpretation of the words 
“reasonable inquiry,” the charge of his Honor should be sustained. 
- Notwithstanding we find ourselves unable to reconcile this view with 
very recent decisions of this Court, we agree with counsel that upon 
the evidence in the record the question was one of law, and that his 
Honor was correct in so holding. The uncontradicted evidence shows 
that the Register took the word of the prospective bridegroom and his 
friend as to the age of the young lady and made no further inquiry of 
any one; that the Register did not know either Kennedy or his friend. 
: The Register’s suspicions seem to have been aroused, for he inquired why 


163 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143 


IvEY v. Cotton MILLS. 


they applied for license in Taylorsville, as the girl lived in Iredell; nev- 
ertheless, he made no further inquiry. 

We think that under our decisions his Honor should have given the 
plaintiff’s prayer for instruction, and. that he erred in the instruction 
he gave. The subject is fully discussed by Mr. Justice Connor in Purr 
v. Johnson, 140 N. ©., 157; Trolinger v. Boroughs, 183 N. C., 812. 

Possibly on the next trial defendant may offer evidence which will 
tend to prove that he made reasonable inquiry. In this record there is 
none. 


New Trial. . 


Cited: Joyner v. Harris, 157 N. C., 301. 





(189) 
IVEY v. COTTON MILLS. 


(Filed 27 November, 1906.) 


Contracts — Collateral Agreement — Ambiguous Terms—Parol Evidence. 
Master and Servant—Discharge of Servant—-Burden of Proof—Depositions, 
Notice—Time and Place—Obdjections—Waivter—Practice—Hvidence—Let- 
ters—Notice to Produce—Copies. 


1. Where, in an action to recover upon a contract for services, plaintiff intro- 
duced a letter from defendant which fixes the compensation, but does not 
set forth the terms of the employment nor the nature of the services 
expected of plaintiff, and it shows that the entire contract was not re- 
duced to writing, it was competent to resort to parol evidence to explain 
the ambiguous terms and to fill out the terms of the contract and to 
show that the plaintiff represented himself competent to superintend the 
work he was about to undertake. 

2 Where one contracts to serve another there is an implied representation 
that he is competent to discharge the duties of his position and is 
possessed of all the requisite skill which will enable him to do so, and 
the breach of any materia] stipulation, whether express or implied, 
which disables the servant to discharge his part of the contract or which 
results in his inability to do so, furnishes good ground for the master to 
terminate the contract and is a valid and legal excuse for the discharge 
of the servant. 

3. Where notice is served that depositions will be taken at the same time in 
two different places, so that the party who is notified cannot be present 
at both, he may attend at either place designated and disregard the 
notice as to the other, and the deposition taken in his absence at the 
other place will, on motion, be quashed or suppressed, but where he elects 
to appea® by counsel and cross-examines the witness without making any 
objection at the time, this is a waiver as to any defect in the notice, 

4. Exceptions to a deposition, especially those which relate to its regularity, 
should be disposed of, at the latest, before the trial is entered upon. 


5. The Court properly excluded a paperwriting which plaintiff “alleged was 
a substantial copy of the greater part of his letter to the defendant,” 
when the defendant was not notified to produce the original. s 
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6. In an action to recover upon a contract for services, the Court correctly 
charged that the burden was upon the defendant to show good legal 
excuse for discharging the plaintiff, and that if the plaintiff failed to 
perform his duty as superintendent, the defendant had the right to dis- 
charge him, and that if the plaintiff had performed his part of the con- 
tract, and did not voluntarily withdraw from the service, they should 

find that he was wrongfully discharged. 
(190) 


Action by G. F. Ivey against Besserher City Cotton Mulls, 
heard by Cooke, J., and a jury, at the February Term, 1906, of Carawsa. 

This action was brought to recover upon a contract for services. 
The plaintiff was employed by defendant as superintendent of its mill 
on 22 March, 1902, at $1,600 per annum and entered upon the discharge 
of his duties 1 May, 1902. The plaintiff introduced a letter, dated 22 
March, 1902, from defendant to him, which is as follows: “Yours of 
the 21 inst. received and noted, and you can come on as soon as you 
choose at the rate of sixteen hundred dollars ($1,600) per annum from 
now until 1 January, 1903, and at the rate of $1,800 per annum as long 
as it is mutually agreeable after that time, and this shall be a contract 
to this effect, and I hope you will be here many years. I simply want 
the best results, and as long as you can give these, I see no reason to 
change, Ours is a close corporation, and you have few to please. We 
will begin work on striped madras, out of 26 warps and 26 fillings, 64 
and 54, and weave 32-inch goods. I mean to finish 32-inch goods, and 
I presume will be 3384 to 34-inch rough; and you will please write 
Charlotte Supply Company about reeds, harness, etc., at once. They 
will want to begin work on the harness. I enclose you letter to C. 
Supply Company. I will build you a six-room house at once near the 
mill in a nice place. I leave Monday night and will be gone a week or 
ten days.’ ) | 

The defendant, over the plaintifi’s objection, introduced evidence tend- 
ing to show that the plaintiff had represented himself to be com- 
petent for the work he was about to undertake, and also evi- (191) 
dence tending to show that the plaintiff acted as superintendent 
of the mill and took control and direction of the construction work 
from 1 May, 1902, until 25 October, 1902, at which time the defendant 
had discovered that he was incompetent and not qualified for the work 
for which he was employed, he having made many serious mistakes in 
the manner of performing the work. The defendant thereupon threat- 
ened to discharge him, but he asked to be continued in the service, as 
it would injure his reputation as a mill superintendent to be discharged 
at that time, and he could not get a place anywhere else. He then 
promised that if he was kept in the employment of the defendant for 
another month that at the end of that time he would resign, and he 
signed a paper dated 25 October, 1902, agreeing that the contract would 
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expire on 1 December, 1902. The defendant then agreed to retain him 
‘upon condition that no mistakes were made thereafter. After a few 
days the defendant discovered that the plaintiff had made other mis- 
takes, and that it would have to replace machinery put up under his 
supervision and direction. The plaintiff was notified of this, and ad- 
mitted that he had made the mistakes, and asked to be allowed to resign 
at once. This was on 30 October, 1902. He did resign, and was paid 
his salary in full to that date. 

There was evidence on the part of the plaintiff in contradiction of 
that of the defendant as to plaintifi’s representation that he was a 
competent mill man and as to what took place 30 October, 1902. The 
defendant denied that he had resigned after that date. He now sues for 
his salary alleged to be due for the months of November and December, 
1902. | : | 

The defendant introduced the deposition of James L. Wilson to prove 
that the plaintiff had represented himself to be competent for the posi- 
tion of superintendent of the mill. The plaintiff objected to the deposi- 

tion because the defendant had served notice to take this depo- 

(192) sition in Philadelphia, Pa., on a certain day and also a notice to 

| take the deposition of another witness on the same day at Fay- 
etteville, N. C., though the latter deposition was not taken. 

The Court found as facts that the deposition of Wilson was opened 
by the Clerk and passed upon by him after due notice, and allowed to 
be read “subject to exceptions,” and as no exception was then made to 
the service of the’ notices to take two depositions in widely separated 
places, the Court ruled that the exceptions reserved applied only to the 
competency or admissibility of the evidence and not to the validity of 
the deposition. The Court further found that no such objection as is 
now urged was made at the opening of the trial or before the trial com- 
menced, nor until after the plaintiff had rested his case and. the de- 
fendant had introduced the greater part of its evidence, the plaintiff’s 
counsel then agreeing to waive all objections to the competency of 
evidence. Thereupon the Court overruled the objection and admitted 
the deposition. The witness testified that Ivey gave him to understand 
that he was a capable superintendent and understood the business he 
was agreeing to undertake. 

The Court submitted two issues, one as to whether the plaintiff had 
been wrongfully discharged and the other as to the damages, and 
charged the jury that as the defendant discharged the plaintiff, the bur- 
den was upon it to justify the discharge, but that the parties to the con- 
tract could at any time, by mutual consent, put an end to it; and if the 
jury found as a fact by the greater weight of the evidence, the burden > 
being upon the defendant, that the plaintiff failed to perform his 
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duty as superintendent, the defendant had the right to discharge him, 
and they would answer the issue “No”; or if they found that there 
was a disagreement between the parties in respect to the manner of per- 
forming the work, and the plaintiff, thereupon, voluntarily resigned his 
position and accepted the balance due him to the time of his 
resignation in full settlement of the contract, they should answer (193) 
the issue “No”; but if they found that the plaintiff did not fail 

to perform ie. part of the contract and did not resign, they should 
answer the issue Yes.” 

The plaintiff excepted to the serical of the Court to charge the jury, 
at his request, that if the defendant knew that the plaintiff was incom- 
petent at the time he was employed, his incompetency would not excuse 
the defendant from discharging him; and he also excepted because the 
Court, in response to the defendant’s requests one and four, charged 
the jury that if the plaintiff hired himself out to the defendant as be- 
ing competent and having experience in the kind of business he was 
employed to superintend, and it turned out that he was not competent 
and did not have such experience and he failed to properly perform 
the duties of his position or he neglected to perform his duties, the de- - 
fendant had the right to discharge him, and they should answer the first 
issue “No.” 

There was a verdict for the defendant and judgment was entered 
thereon, from which the plaintiff appealed. 


George W. Welson and Cline & Mebane for the ee 
Self & Whatener for the defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: This case, we think, has been cor- 
rectly tried, and the plaintiff has no just ground of complaint. The 
objection to the testimony of J. A. Smith, president of the defendant 
company, as to his conversation with the plaintiff at the Buford Hotel 
in the presence and hearing of James L. Wilson, is not tenable. It 
. will be observed that the writer of the letter of 22 March, 1902, which 
is stated therein to be the contract, does not profess to set forth the 
terms of the employment, nor does he even mention the particular 
position which the plaintiff had been employed to fill. He does refer to 
a certain class of goods on which the defendant intended to work 
at the outset, but this is really all in the letter that gives any (194) 
intimation of the nature of the service expected of the plaintiff. 
This phraseology of the letter shows that there had been some previous: 
negotiation between the parties looking to the entrance of the plaintiff 
into the service of. the company, but, beyond fixing the compensation, 
we are left in the dark as to what that service was. It shows clearly 
that the entire contract was not reduced to writing, and by an ele- 
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mentary rule of law we are permitted to resort to oral evidence to 
supply the omission, Cumming v. Barber, 99 N. C., 332; Nissen v. 
Mining Co., 104 N. C., 309, and Evans v. Freeman, 142 N. C., 61, 
where the cases are collected. But if this were not so, the contract 
would be ambiguously worded, and therefore susceptible in law of ex- 
planation, in order to ascertain the true intent and meaning of the 
parties. The principle is clearly and fully stated by Mr. Justice Bur- 
well in Colgate v. Latta, 115 N. C., 127, and requires no further eluci- 
dation. Such evidence does not vary or contradict the writing, but in 
the one case it merely shows the completed contract and in the other it 
. reveals the meaning of the parties and makes plain that which would 
otherwise be insensible. It is just as competent in the latter case as in . 
the former. 17 Cyc., 672 to 679; Egerton v. Carr, 94 N. C., 653; Perry 
v. Hill, 68 N. C., 420; Robbins v. Love, 10 N. C., 82; Lane v. Wingate, 
25 N. C., 326. 

The letter of 22 March, 1902, contains a promise to pay a definite 
sum, and it may be iateead that it was for some kind of service, but 
for what kind is left doubtful, and parol evidence was necessary to 
’ explain these ambiguous terms and to fill out the terms of the contract. 
White v. McMillan, 114 N. C., 349. It has always been considered 
competent to prove by oral evidence the consideration of such a promise, 

if it is not clearly expressed in the written instrument. Perry v. 
(195) Hill, supra; White v. McMillan, supra. But this testimony, 

if strictly within the rule excluding oral evidence, did not preju- 
dice the plaintiff, as it tended to prove only that Ivey had substantially 
represented himself as fit and competent for the position of superinten- 
dent of the defendant’s mill, and this is no more than the law implies. 

There is said to be always on the part of the servant an implied obli- 
gation to enter the master’s service and serve him diligently and faith- 
fully, and to conduct himself properly, and generally to perform all 
the duties incident to his employment honestly and with ordinary care, 
having due regard to the master’s interest and business. So, too, the 
law implies a representation by the servant that he is competent to dis- 
charge the duties of his position and is possessed of the requisite skill 
which will enable him to do so. These and perhaps other obligations 
arise out of and are implied from the relation created by the contract, — 
and the breach of any material stipulation, whether express or implied, 
which disables the servant to perform his part of the contract or which 
results in his inability to do so, furnishes a good ground for the master 
to terminate the contract and is a valid and legal excuse for the dis- 
charge of the servant. Wood’s Master and Servant (1877), p. 166; 
Waugh v. Shunk, 20 Pa. St., 180. In the case last cited it is said: 
“Where skill, as well as care, is required in performing the undertaking, 
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if the party purport to have skill in the business, and he undertakes 
for hire, he is bound to the exercise of due and ordinary skill in the 
employment of his art or business about it, or in other words, to perform 
it in a workmanlike manner. In cases of this sort, he must be under- 
stood to have engaged to use a degree of diligence and attention and skill 
adequate to the performance of his undertaking. I¢ is his own fault if 
he undertake without sufficient skill or applies less than the occasion 
requires.” Lyon v. Pollard, 20 Wall, 403; Harmer v. Cornelius, 5 C. B. 
(N. S.), 286; Callo v. Brouncker, 4 C. & P., 518; Stanton v. 

Bell, 9 N. C., 145; 2 Kent Com., 458; Mletcher v. Knell, 42 (Q. (196) 
B.), 58. This principle was virtually accepted and applied in 

the recent case of Hubanks v. Alspaugh, 189 N. C., 520, a case much like 
this in its prominent features, and sufficiently so to be decisive of this 
case upon the main questions involved. 

The principles we have stated also apply to the objection of the 
plaintiff to the deposition of James L. Wilson. He really proved no 
more than the law implies, and the ruling in regard to that piece of evi- 
dence, if erroneous, was harmless. But the exception as to the deposi- 
tion cannot be sustained for another reason. It appears from the 
record that the plaintiff did object to it before the Clerk, upon the 
ground that-notices were served on him to take the two depositions at 
the same time in different places. But it also appears that the deposi- 
tion was not taken in Fayetteville, and that the plaintiff appeared by 
attorney before the commissioner at Philadelphia and cross-examined 
the witness Wilson without making any objection at that time. When 
notice is served that depositions will be taken at the same time in two 
different places, so that the party who is so notified cannot be present 
at both, he may attend at either place designated and disregard the 
notice as to the other; and the deposition taken in his absence at the 
other place will, on motion, be quashed or suppressed. This is the gen- 
eral rule where statutes such as ours are in force, and it seems to be a 
reasonable one. 13 Cyc., 909 (b); Evans v. Rothchild, 54 Kan., 747; 
Cole v. Hall, 181 Mass., 885; Hankinson v. Lombard, 25 IIL, 572; 
Uhle v. Burnham, 44 Fed., 729. The plaintiff in this case made his 
election to appear before the commissioner in Philadelphia, and the 
deposition was taken, and counsel for the plaintiff cross-examined the 
witness, without making any such objection as is now made. We think 
this was a waiver of any defect in the notice, and the plaintiff 
cannot now avail himself of it, if the objection does not come (197) 
too late. How the matter would have stood if he had not 
elected to attend at either place, we need not decide. 

The deposition, it is stated in the record, was opened by the Clerk 
in the presence of the attorneys of the respective parties and found to 
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have been taken in accordarice with the notice and commission, and the 
‘same was ordered to be read at the trial, subject to the plaintiff’s ex- 
ceptions. It is not a strained inference from these proceedings that 
the plaintiff abandoned his exception to the irregularity in the notice, as 
his Honor held. We take notice of these matters in order to call at- 
tention to a custom* which we do not approve, and which is contrary to 
the spirit of the statute, and that is, reserving the right to have excep- 
tions, especially those which relate to the regularity of a deposition, 
passed upon when the deposition is offered in evidence. A practise 
which essentially nullifies the purpose of the statute is not to be com- 
mended. Such exceptions should be disposed of, at the latest, before 
the trial is entered upon. Parties may be taken at a great disadvan- 
tage if this is not done. They may, perhaps, consent to wait until the 
deposition is introduced, but it should be so expressly stated, and we 
will not be disposed to extend the reservation by implication beyond the 
commencement of the trial. His Honor seems to have taken this view, 
as he held that the plaintiff had waived this objection, not having 
urged it until the defendant proposed to read the deposition. Revisal, 
1647; Carroll v. Hodges, 98 N. C., 418; Davenport v. McKee, 98 
N. C., 500. | 
The plaintiff offered in evidence a paper-writing “which he alleged 
was a substantial copy of the greater part of his letter to the defendant, 
dated 21 March, 1902, to which the defendant’s letter of 22 March, 
1902, was an answer.” It was not claimed by the plaintiff that the 
alleged “substantial copy” was made at the time the original was 
(198) written, nor was there any evidence that said copy was made 
before the commencement of this action. This paper was ex- 
cluded on objection. We think the ruling was proper. The defendant 
was not notified to produce the original of the Jetter, even if the copy 
was sufficient and would have been competent if such notice had been | 
given. Murchison v. McLeod, 47 N. C., 239; 8S. v. Kimbrough, 13 
N. C., 481. It is evident that the copy was made from memory, and 
we hardly think it is such a document as is contemplated by the rule 
admitting secondary evidence, if it can be called a copy at all. It was - 
at least not an admitted copy, if that would be sufficient to dispense 
with the necessity of notice. Beard v. Railroad, ante, 136. | 
The charge of the Court was as favorable to the plaintiff as the law 
permitted. The burden was placed in the first instance upon the de- 
fendant to show good legal excuse for discharging the plaintiff. Hu- 
banks v. Alspaugh, supra; Smith v. Lumber Co., ante, 136, 142 N. C., 
96. It was undoubtedly correct to tell the jury that if the plaintiff 
failed to perform his duty as superintendent, the defendant had the — 
vight to discharge him. Johnson v. Machine Works, 180 N. C., 441. 
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The defendant was not bound to retain in its’ service an incompetent 
superintendent, who did not and could not do the work assigned to him. 
If the parties agreed that the plaintiff might quit the service, and he 
voluntarily resigned, the contract was thereby terminated, and, having 
been paid to the time of his resignation, the defendant was not under 
any further lability to him. The Court also instructed the jury that 
if the plaintiff had performed his part of the contract, and did not 
voluntarily withdraw from the service, they should find that he was 
wrongfully discharged. This was a fair submission of the case to the 
jury. They found against the ‘plaintiff on the isstie of fact thus ue 
and he has, in law, no good reason to complain. 

The exceptions to the instructions given in response to the 
defendant’s prayers one and four are covered by what we have (199) 
already said in discussing the admissibility of the testimony of 
the witnesses J. A. Smith and James L. Wilson as to the conversation 
between them and the plaintiff. If that evidence was competent, those 
two instructions were not improper. 

The jury have accepted the defendant’s account of the transaction, 
and it would therefore seem that by agreeing, on 25 October, 1902, to 
resign, and afterwards asking for another trial, the plaintiff thereby | 
virtually admitted his incompetency and the mistakes he had made to - 
the great loss of the defendant; if he did not do so in his testimony. It 
seems that the defendant was very indulgent to him and gave him every 
chance to do better and retain his position. He was discharged not so 
much for his general inefficiency, or for failing to do what the defend- - 
ant had the right to require of him, as for doing that. which was posi- 
tively injurious to his employer’s business. The remaining exceptions 
have been examined and are, we think, without merit. They do not 
call for any separate discussion. 


No Error. 


Cited: R.R.v. R. R., 147 N. ©., 383; RB. R. v. R. R., 147 N.C, 383; 
Freeman v. Brown, 151 N. C., 114. 





(200) 
LEMLY vy. ELLIS. 


(Filed 4 December, 1906.) 


Attachment—Afidavit for Publication—Sufficiency—Property in Custodia. 
Legis—Subsequent Attachment—Transaction with Insane Person—Value of 
Stock—Book HEntries—Evidence—Appearance, General After Special—Per- 
sonal Judgment—Sale by Commissioner—-Warranty—Damages. 


1. In an action for damages for breach of a covenant of warranty, an affidavit, 
upon which an order of publication was based, which alleged that the 
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cause of action arose upon a breach of warranty contained in a deed from 

defendant to plaintiff registered in M. County, by which said breach the 

defendant is indebted to the plaintiff in the sum of $13,500, sufficiently 
gets out the cause of action, it not appearing that there was ever any 
. other deed between the same parties. 

2. Where an attachment had been levied by the Sheriff on certain bonds and 
thereafter the plaintiff caused a second attachment to be levied on them, 
the fact that the plaintiff had deposited them with the Clerk of the Court 
before the second levy was made upon them, the deposit not having been 
made by authority of the Court, did not place them in custodia legis, so 
as to protect them from the second levy, as they were constructively in 
the possession of the Sheriff under the prior levy. 

3. Where the Court has the custody of property, it will be retained to await 
the result of the action and satisfy any judgment that may be recovered, 
it being immaterial how the property was brought under the control of 
the Court, whether by attachment or some other equivalent and lawful 
act. 

4, In an action against an ingane person for damages for breach of warranty 
in a deed, a witness who is not interested in the recovery is not disqual- 

F ified by Rev., sec. 1631, though he may have an interest in the land. 

5. Where a witness had testified that the stock of a certain corporation was 
not worth more than fifty cents on the dollar, the entries in the stock 
book as to the value of the stock, which witness did not make, were not 

— eompetent to contradict him. 

6. Where the defendant entered a special appearance and moved to dismiss 
for defective service, which motion was denied and he excepted,’and he 
thereafter entered a general appearance, the Court was authorized to 
enter a personal judgment against him. 

7, In an action for damages for breach of warranty in a deed, in which cer- 
tain bonds were attached, the defendant cannot complain of a judgment 
directing that the bonds be sold by a commissioner, instead of an order 
to the Sheriff to sell the attached property under Rev., sec. 784. . 

8. Where, in order to ascertain the damages plaintiff sustained by breach of 
a covenant of warranty in a deed, it became necessary to show the value 
of certain corporate stock transferred with the deed, the Court erred in 
charging the jury that in valuing the stock they could consider “the 
testimony as to the payment of dividends and as to whether the plant 
had been a success or not,” as the value should have been determined 
as of the time the covenant was made, and according to the facts then 

existing, and not by what afterwards occurred. 


(201) 
Action by W. A. Lemly against W. B. Ellis, heard by Peebles, 
J., and a jury, at the March Term, 1906, of Forsyru. 

The plaintiff brought this action to recover damages for the breach 
of covenants of seizin and warranty and a covenant against incum- 
brances contained in-a deed executed by the defendant to him, and to 
have the amount of said damages, which were laid at $13,700, declared 
to be a lien upon sixteen bonds each of the par value of $1, 000, which 
were a part of the purchase-price agreed to be paid for the land con- 
veyed by the said deed and for other property sold to the plaintiff at the 
same time, the other part of the said consideration being $21,000 in 
cash and an account. 
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It appears that the defendant, on 29 December, 1900, contracted to- 
sell to the plaintiff, for the sum of $37,000, eight tracts of land on the 
French Broad River in the county of Madison and 800 shares of the 
capital stock of the North Carolina Electrical Power Company, or the 
subseription to that many shares of the capital stock; each share being 
of the par value of $100, and W. B. Ellis having already paid on 
his shares or subscriptions $48,000. A deed for the land was pre- (202) 
pared and duly executed by W. B. Ellis and his wife on 20 
March, 1900, and acknowledged by them, and the privy examination 
of the wife taken on 24 March, 1900, before the Clerk of the Superior 
Court of Forsyth County, and the deed ordered to registration by the 
Clerk of Madison Superior Court on 5 January, 1901. This deed was 
afterward registered. After its execution the plaintiff discovered that 
there was a defect in the title to one of the tracts of land, known as 
Mountain Island, embracing the southern half of the river and running 
along its bank for a distance of about 46 poles, at a point about two 
miles from Hot Springs, and containing about 30 acres. He had paid 
$21,000 on the purchase-money in cash and an account, but still held the 
$16,000 in bonds. On 6 February, 1904, he commenced this action by 
causing a summons to be issued against the defendant to the Sheriff of | 
Forsyth County, who made the following return: | 

“Received 6 February, 1904, Not executed. The defendant not to 
be found in my county.” 

The same day the plaintiff filed his complaint, in which he alleged 
the execution of the aforementioned deed which is described as dated 20 
March, 1900, and registered in the office of the Register of Deeds of 
Madison County in Book 14, p. 159. He then sets forth the several cove- 
nants and the breach thereof as evidenced by the defect in the title to 
the 30-acre tract, and the existence of certain judgment liens, which had 
been paid off by him. It is then alleged that the plaintiff has posses- 
sion of the sixteen bonds and brings them into Court to be subjected 
by its order to the payment of his claim. He prays judgment for the 
amount of his alleged damages, $13,500, and for a sale of the bonds to 
satisty his hen thereon, which he acquired by reason of the defect in the 
title to the thirty acres. 

The plaintiff on the same day, and presumably at the same 
time that he filed his complaint, made an affidavit before the (203) 
Clerk in which he alleged that the defendant was indebted to 
him in the sum of $13,700 for breach of the warranty contained in the 
deed from him to the plaintiff dated 20 March, 1900, and registered in 
Madison Cotinty in Book 14, p. 159; that the defendant is a nonresi- 
dent and has property in this State which should be applied to the sat- 
isfaction of the said claim for damages; that plaintiff has possession of 
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the sixteen bonds, in which the defendant claims certain rights; that 
plaintiff has a lien on the said bonds for the payment of his claim and 
that he holds the bonds subject to said liens. He therefore asks for a 
warrant of attachment, which was issued and levied 9 February, 1904, 
upon the sixteen bonds in the possession of the plaintiff, as appears 
from the Sheriff’s return, which was made by his deputy. On the day 
of the levy the plaintiff made an affidavit before the Clerk in which he 
set out in full the return of the Sheriff on the summons and then alleges 
that the defendant cannot, after due diligence, be found in this State, and 
that he is a nonresident; that the plaintiff has a good cause of action 
against him, “which arose upon a breach of warranty contained in a cer- 
tain deed from W. B. Ellis to this plaintiff dated .... day of ........ 
and duly recorded in the office of the Register of Deeds of the County of 
Madison, Book .., folio .., by which said breach of covenant the de- 
fendant is indebted to the plaintifi in the sum of $13,500; that said de- 
fendant is a proper party to this action; that he has property in this 
State and that plaintiff has issued a warrant of attachment in this 
eause, He then prays for an order of publication, which was See 
and the publication was made on the same day (9 February, hue ke 
the following form: 
“The defendant above named will take notice that a summons in,the 
above-entitled action was issued against him on the 6th day of 
(204) February, 1904, and -that an aetion entitled as above has been 
instituted in the Superior Court of Forsyth County for the pur- 
- pose of recovering damages for breach of covenants of warranty and of 
seizin contained in a deed made by said W. B. Ellis to the said plain- 
titty Gated: tHe 2034. (day Ol. 0. ues ee The defendant will also take 
notice that a warrant of attachment was issued by said Court on the 6th 
day of February, 1904, against the property of said defendant, and 
on the 9th day of February, 1904, the attachment and notice of gar- 
nishment were served on W. A. Lemly, and said warrant of attachment 
and notice of garnishment are returnable before the said Court on the 
14th day of March; 1904. The defendant is hereby required to appear 
and answer or demur to the complaint at the term of the Superior 
Court of Forsyth County to be held on the 14th day of March, 1904, 
or the relief demanded will be granted.” 

The Court (Judge W. R. Allen presiding) adjudged the publication 
to be in due form and properly made and that the original process or 
summons and the warrant of attachment had been duly served upon the 
defendant. 

At March Term, 1904, the defendant, by his attorney, entered a 
special appearance and moved to dismiss, upon the following grounds: 
1. No cause of action is set out in the affidavit for publication. 2. That 
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an attachment cannot issue in favor of the plaintiff against him- 
self as garnishee. 3. The plaintiff alleges in his complaint that he 
holds the sixteen bonds subject to his claim against Ellis and that he 
_ brings the same into Court to be subjected under its order to the pay- 

ment of the said claim. 4. That the bonds, at the time of the levy by 
the deputy sheriff of the attachment issued in this action, had already 
been levied upon (15 September, 1908 ) by the Sheriff bist in the 
action of McCoy v. Ellis, which is still pending, and the bonds were 
and still are subject to the said prior levy. The motion was denied, and 
the defendant excepted. 

At the same term of the Court the defendant Ellis was duly 
adjudged insane, and D. H. Blair was appointed his guardian (205) 
ad litem. In the following August le filed an answer through 
the same attorney who had entered the special appearance, and in his 
answer he admits that the plaintiff had agreed to deliver the sixteen 
bonds to Ellis as a part of the consideration for the deed, the execution 
of which is admitted, though he denies any knowledge of the nature of 
its contents. He further denies that the plaintiff has any right to hold 
the same or that he has any len thereon, but avers that Ellis is entitled | 
to the possession of the bonds. He admits the nonresidence of Ellis, 
but denies all the other material allegations of the complaint. 

We state the twenty-first exception substantially as it appears in the 
brief of the defendant’s counsel: | 

The defendant attempted to show that the plaintiff Lemly was acting 
for himself, the witness C. A. Reynolds, and others, in making the pur- 
chase from Ellis, and that Reynolds had such an interest in the trans- 
action and in the result of the action as would exclude his evidence 
concerning any transaction between Ellis and Lemly under sec. 1631 
of the Revisal. Reynolds was a stockholder in the North Carolina 
Electrical Power Company. Defendant’s counsel asked the witness Rey- 
nolds the following question: “Is Mr. Lemly under any contract or 
agreement to convey what was given him in this deed to the Power 
Company?” Plaintiff objected; the objection was sustained, and the 
defendant excepted. The witness answered: “Mr. Lemly has entirely 
conveyed part of it. He has not made us a deed to the land, though we 
have agreed upon the price, and he has agreed to convey it.” The wit- 
ness also testified that he had no interest in the result of this action. 
The defendant’s counsel insisted that under this admission of the wit- 
ness, he was incompetent. The Court ruled otherwise, and the de- — 
fendant excepted. : 

The thirty-eighth exception is stated in the same manner: It 
was In evidence that about the time of the sale by Ellis to Lemly, (206) 
stock in the Power Company had been sold to Carr and others, 
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and the defendant offered a book, which Reynolds had previously iden- 
tified as the stock-book of the company, to show that the stock had been 
sold to these outsiders at par, and to contradict Reynolds’ evidence that 
the stock was not worth more than fifty cents on the dollar. The book 
was excluded, and defendant excepted. 

In order to ascertain the damage that the plaintiff sustained by rea- 
son of the defect in the title of the Mountain Island tract of land, it 
became necessary to show the value of the property sold, the stock and 
the land and also the value of the Mountain Island tract, and to deter- 
mine what part of the price was paid for that tract. It appears that at 
the time the contract between Lemly and Ellis was made (29 December, 
1900), the dam of the Power Company had not been completed, the 
machinery had not been purchased and the plant was only in the process 
of construction, not being capable at the time of earning anything. In 
this connection, C. A. Reynolds, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: 
“At the time Mr. Lemly bought Mr, Ellis’s stock, or rather subscription 
to stock, of the North Carolina Electrical Power Company, it is hard 
to say what it was worth. There was nothing finished but the plant at 
Ivy. The dam was only eight feet high. No electrical machinery had 
been bought; nothing of that sort had yet been obtained, and it is hard 
to tell what the stock was worth. If you want my opinion, I do not 
think it was worth fifty cents on the dollar.” The other evidence tended 
to show that after Ellis sold his interest to Lemly, the plant was com- 
pleted and the company furnished electric power to the city of Asheville, 
but that it had not paid a dividend, because it had not earned profits 
sufficient for that purpose. 

Upon the issue as to damages the Court charged as follows: 

(207) “When you come to consider the value of the property, you have 
to estimate the value of the eight hundred, shares of stock in the 
Electrical Power Company. There was evidence that 60 per cent of 
the par value of the stock had been paid in, but the real value of the 
stock depends on the property owned by the corporation, and in a great 
measure on the success of the enterprise in which the company was 
engaged. If the enterprise was a success and paid dividends, of course 
the stock would be worth more than it would be if it was a failure and 
paid no dividends, If the operation of the corporation proved a dis- 
astrous one and lost money, why then, as a matter of course, the stock 
would be depreciated in proportion as it lost money. The law would 
be that if the corporation failed and got in debt-—-if it had to go in debt 
for the running expenses—as a matter of course, the stockholders would 
have to make good to the creditors for the unpaid stock (and, therefore, 
you can take into consideration in valuing that stock the testimony as to 
the payment of dividends, and as to whether the plant had been a suc- 
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The issues and the answers of the jury thereto are as follows: 

1. Did the defendant W. B. Ellis and wife execute the deed men- 
tioned in the complaint? Answer Yes. 

2. Did said deed contain the covenants alleged in - the complaint ? 
Answer: Yes. 

3. Has there been a breach of said covenants } Aegis : ‘Yes. , . 
4, What damage, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the 
defendant? Answer: ‘Twelve thousand five hundred dollars, with 
interest from 29 December, 1901. ; : 

5. Were the judgments set out in the complaint lens on the lands 
conveyed by Ellis to Lemly? Answer: Yes. | 

6. Have the said judgments been paid off by the plaintiff? Answer: 
‘Yes. 3 - 2 
7. Lf, so, how much has the plaintiff paid out in discharging 
said judgments ¢ Answer: Seventy-eight, dollars and ninety (208) 
cents, which is included in fourth issue. | 

The Court rendered a personal judgment aeaiest the deena for 
$12,500 and interest’ from 29 December, 1901, and costs, and declared 
the said amount a lien on the sixteen bouds: The Court further ad- 
judged that the bonds be sold by the commissioner named in the judg- 
ment and the proceeds applied to the payment of the judgment, and 
that the residue, if any, be paid to the defendant, who excepted to the 
judgment generally, and especially for the reason that a personal judg- 
ment could not be given against him. Defendant appealed. 


Manly & Hendren for the plaintiff, | | 
lindsay Patterson for the defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: The first question raised by the 
defendant is that the affidavit upon which the order of publication is 
based is defective, as no cause of action is sufficiently set out therein, 
and the defendant’s counsel, in support of this position, relies on Bacon 
_v. Johnson, 110 N. C., 114, and Mullen v. Canal Co., 114 N. C., 8; 
Code, sec. 218 (Revisal, sec. 442). The specific grounds of objection 
are: 1. That there is not a sufficient reference to the deed in which the 
covenant is to be found. 2. That there is no definite description of the 
land, having special regard to its locality. 3. That there is no allega- 
tion of an eviction under paramount title so as to constitute a good cause 
of action for a breach of the covenant of warranty. 

It seems to us that the reference to the warranty, as contained in a 
certain deed from W. B. Ellis to W. A. Lemly, which is registered in 
Madison County, is definite enough to notify the defendant of the par- 
ticular nature of the cause of action, and this is the chief purpose in 
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requiring publication to be made. The context of the aflidavit would 
lead to the inference that Madison County is in this State, noth- 
(209) ing appearing to the contrary. The same kind of reference is 
once made to the county of Forsyth, that is, without naming the 
State of which it is a part, although it elsewhere appears that a county 


of this State is intended. The allegation is at least sufficient to inform 


the defendant of the deed to whieh reference is made, as it does not 
appear that there ever was any other deed between the same parties and 
certainly none registered in the county of Madison. The amount of 
damages claimed for the breach, while not of very much weight in 
identifying the cause of action, should not be entirely excluded from 
consideration in this connection. 

What we have said applies to the first two grounds of objection. The 
third is clearly untenable. When the plaintiff alleges that there has 
been a breach of the contract, it is necessarily implied that there has 
been an eviction under a paramount title, or its equivalent, the adverse 
possession of the land at the time of the delivery of the deed by some 
one having such a title. Shankel v. Ingram, 183 N. C., 258; Price v. 
Deal, 90 N. C., 290. The allegation of a breach inéludes, of course, 
everything essential to constitute a breach of the covenant. It may not 
be a good allegation in a pleading, as being in the nature of the state- 
ment of a conclusion, but we cannot say that it is so radically defective 
when used in an affidavit for publication as to render it ineffectual. A 
fuller and more explicit statement of the facts would perhaps be better, 
as in affidavits, and especially in pleadings, the law seeks to deal with 
the facts and not the conclusions of the pleader from them. But the 
failure to comply with the requirements of the law as to the form of a 
pleading or of a statement in an affidavit falls short of proving that the 
affidavit is fatally defective, if otherwise it give sufficient notice of the 
nature of the cause of action. The cases cited by the defendant’s 

counsel do not apply. In the first case, thé affidavit referred 
(210) simply to a suit for specific performance of a contract to convey 

land in Craven County to which, it is alleged, the defendant was 
a proper party; while, in this case, special reference is made to the — 
Govenant of warranty in a.deed from the plaintiff to the defendant, 
which is registered in Madison County, for the breach of which he 
claims $18,500 as damages. The other case cited was decided upon a 
different point. The defendant’s counsel also contended that: the defect 
in the affidavit is also to be found in the publication itself; but what 
we have already said is,equally applicable to this objection. We hold 
that the affidavit and publication, when naturally and reasonably inter- 
preted, were not calculated to mislead the defendant as to what was 
really meant, and gave him sufficient notice to come in and defend. his 
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The defendant’s next graund of objection is that the attachment 
could not be levied upon the bonds, as they were at the time in the pos- 
session of the Court (in custodia legis), having been deposited there 
by the plaintiff three days before the levy was made. It appears in the 
case that the bonds had been levied upon by the Sheriff under a prior 
attachment, and we see nothing in the case to show that the lien of this 
levy did not continue to the time of the second levy; and if so, the 
Sheriff had, in contemplation of law, the custody of the bonds, although 
he may have left them with the plaintiff for safe-keeping and they were 
_ afterwards turned over to the Clerk of the Court, for no rights of third 
persons, either creditors or purchasers, had intervened, so as to invali- 
date the levy as to them. It is admitted by the defendant, in his writ- 
ten motion, that the former levy was still in force; and if this be true, 
the Sheriff had the legal right to the possession. This, therefore, is the 
ordinary case of a second levy on property in the possession of the officer 
who made the first one. The act of the deputy was, of course, the act 
of the Sheriff, who was his principal “gue facit per alium factt . 
per se.” It was competent for the Sheriff, so far as the defend- (211) — 
ant is concerned, to leave the bonds in the possession of the plain- 
tiff as his bailee; and thus placed, they were still:subject to the prior 
levy. Kneeland on Attachment, secs. 474 and 492. How could the 
defendant be prejudiced in such a case, if the Sheriff has the bonds 
-forthcoming, to answer the mandate of any process afterwards issued to 
him by the Court? But we do not see, if there was no prior levy by 
the Sheriff, why he could not levy on the bonds in the hands of the 
* plaintiff or even after they were put.in the custody of the Clerk. They 
were not, in a legal sense, in the custody, of the Court by reason of the 
deposit with the Clerk, because the Court had never ordered any such 
deposit to be made, had not even recognized it, and there was no reason, 
why the deposit should be made at that stage of the case. Besides, the 
Sheriff had, in law, the custody of them by virtue of the prior levy and | 
was at least in constructive possession. The general rule undoubtedly 
is that property in the possession of the Court cannot be attached, as 
it is said then to be in custodia legis, and is protected not only on the 
ground of public policy, but for other good reasons. Kneeland on 


' Attachment, sec. 410, et seg. The rule has been relaxed in some cases. 


See Williamson v. Nealy, 119 N. C., 339, where the course of decision 
in this State is fully set forth. But in this case the deposit, as we have 
shown, was not made by the authority of the Court and was not within 
the rule protecting property 7 custodia legis from a levy. The statute 
is broad in its language and requires the Sheriff to levy upon any of the © 
property of the defendant in his county. Revisal, secs. 765-767. It 
appears that there is nobody who can complain of the levy except the 
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plaintiff, as the deposit was made by him. Besides all this, the Court, 
by its subsequent proceedings, has recognized the levy of the Sheriff as a 
| valid one and has acted upon it as such. But if the Court had 
(212) the custody of the bonds by virtue of the deposit or of the 

Sheriff’s levy—and the Court surely had it either the one way 
or the other—it will not be released, but the custody of it retained so as _ 
to await the result of the action and answer and satisfy any judgment 
that may be recovered. It is immaterial how the property was brought 
under the control of the Court, whether by attachment or some other 
equivalent and lawful act. Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S., 714. 

The objection to the evidence of Reynolds is not well founded, even 
if it was.made in apt time. The witness testified that he is not inter-. 
ested in the event of the action, and it does not appear that he is. He 
may have ari interest in the land, but this action was not brought to 

recover the land. The plaintiff already has it and requires no aid from 
the Court to complete the investiture of title. He sues for damages, and 
the witness is in no way interested in his recovery of them, and he must 
be so interested in order to disqualify him. Bunn v. Todd, 107 N. C., 
266; Wetherington v. Willams, 134 N. C., at p. 279; Deaver v. Deaver, 
187 N. C., 240. We do not see how the entries in the stock-book as 
to the value of the stock were competent to contradict the witness Rey- 
nolds. He did not make them, nor does it appear that they were made 
in such a manner as to-be admissible against the plaintiff. They were 
res inter alios acta. But the witness testified substantially to the con- 
tents of the book, and in this way the defendant got the full benefit of 
the entries as evidence. | | 

The Court properly entered a personal judgment against the defend- 
ant. Mullen v. Canal Co., 114 N. C., 8, which was cited by the defend- . 
ant’s counsel, does not decide otherwise. The Court merely holds in that 
ease that, if there is a special appearance and a motion to dismiss, which 
is overruled, the entry afterwards of a general appearance and taking 

part in the trial of the case upon its merits, do not constitute a 
(218) waiver of the defendant’s right to insist in this Court on his mo- 
| tion to dismiss, if he appeals from the judgment, and it was not 
intended to’decide that the general appearance does not authorize the 
Court to render a personal judgment. The exception to the ruling on 
the motion to dismiss is fully reserved to the defendant, but this does 
not affect the right of the plaintiff to a personal judgment, which fol- 
lows, as a matter of course, when there is a general appearance. Re- 
Weal: sec. 447; Wilson v. Seligman, 144 U. S., 47. When there is no - 
Sonera appearance, but merely a special one, and a motion to dismiss 
for defective service of the original process, or for defective substituted 
service by publication, and. the motion is overruled, or if the defendant 
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does not appear at all, the Court acquires jurisdiction, where’ an at- 
tachment has issued or the res has otherwise been brought within its 


_ control only to the extent that the res will satisfy the plaintiff’s recovery, 


and no general or personal judgment will be binding beyond that. Pen- 
noyer v. Neff, 95 U. 8., 714; Winfree v. Bagley, 102 N. C., 515, and 
May v. Getty, 140 N. C., 318, where the cases are collected. But a 
general appearance changes all of this and confers general jurisdiction 
of the person and cause of action, with the right to proceed personally 
against the defendant. It occurs to us that the defendant’s counsel 
pursued the proper and only safe course, in making his general appear- 
ance, so as to protect the interests of his client. 

“The Court does not appear to have rendered a simple judgment for 
the debt, as if it were an’ action at law, with an order to the Sheriff to 
sell the attached property, in the nature of a venditiona exponas (Re-- 
visal, sec. 784; Atkinson v. Ricks, 140 N. ©., 421; May v. Getty, 140 
N. C., 310), but it rather proceeded on the idea that the contract for 
the sale of the land had not been fully executed by the parties, and 
therefore granted equitable relief by directing that the bonds | 
be sold by a commissioner. No harm can come to the defend- (214) 
ant from this form of judgment, as he will have the right to 
object to the sale if the property does not bring a fair price, whereas 
if it had been sold by the Sheriff, this opieeiicn to the sale would not 
be open to him. 

While there was no error committed in the rulings so. fie considered, 
we do think the Court erred in its charge to the jury upon the fourth 
issue as to the damages. Let it be conceded, for the sake of the argu- 
- ment, that the Court correctly charged the jury as to how to value the 
stock, until he told them that they could consider, in. that connection, : 
‘“the testimony as to the payment of dividends and as to whether the 
plant had been a success or not,” we think that instruction was erro- 
neous. The value should have been determined as of the time the 
covenant was made, ‘and according to the facts then existing, and not by 
what afterwards pecureed. The parties did not and could not know 
with certainty whether the company would fail or succeed. They dealt 
with each other and made their own caleulation upon the facts as they 
then existed and upon the situation .as it then appeared to them. It, 
- perhaps, was proper for the jury to consider the probabilities of success 
or failure, but when they were instructed that they might also consider 
actual eventualities, a factor was introduced into the computation which - 
the parties could not have had.in their minds at the time they fixed and 
agreed upon the consideration of the deed. It is what the parties 
thonght, at the time of making their contract, were the values of the 
respective pieces of property sold, and not what they proved to be by sub- 
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sequent events, which could not be taken into the calculation beforehand, 
as they could not be forecasted with any degree of certainty. Matters 
beyond, the human ken could hardly be said to have been within the 
contemplation of the parties, so as to become proper elements — 
(215) to be considered in assessing the damages resulting from a broken 
covenant. The evidence and charge as to the actual success of 

the company were calculated to mislead the jury and produce a wrong 
appraisement of the value of the stock, and one that would necessarily 


imerease the value of the Mountain Island tract of land, the title to 


which had proved to be defective. 
There was error in the respect indicated, for which a new trial.is 


ordered, but it will be restricted to the fourtli and seventh issues as to 


damages, the seventh issue being included, as the amount awarded, in 
response to that issue, was made by the jury a part of the damages 


assessed under the fourth 1 issue. The appellee will pay the costs of this 


Court. 
New Trial. 


Citeds 8. c., 146 N. C., 222; Currie v. Mining Co., 157 N. oF 218. 





RILEY v. CARPENTER. 
(Filed 4 December, 1906.) 


Sales—Performance of Contract—Measure of Damages for Breach—Substan- 
tial Performance, 


» 


1. A contract for the sale and delivery of yarns, in which it was stipulated 


that bills of lading were to be sent direct to the buyer and upon receipt 
of the goods he was to remit. to the seller, was not substantially per- 
formed when the seller shipped the goods with bill of lading attached, 
and the buyer was justified in not receiving them, and is entitled to re- 
cover as damages the difference between the contract price and what it 
reasonably cost him on the market to supply the goods. | 

2. One who invokes the doctrine of substantial performance in order to show 
a right to recover on a contract, must present a case in which there has 
been no wilful omission or departure from the terms of the contract. 


Reniey by Charles E. Riley against D. J. Carpenter, heard by Cooke, 
J., and a jury, at the May Term, 1906, of Carawsa. 
. This was a civil action on contract for sale and delivery of 
(216) a certain quantity of yarn. Defendant admitted the amount 
claimed by plaintiff, but set up a counter-claim for damages by 


reason of an alleged breach of the contract on the part of plaintiff 3 mn 
failing to deliver the remainder of the yarn contracted for. The jury 


answered the issue on the counter-claim against defendant, and to his 
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Honor’s instructions, the verdict and judgment thereon, defendant ex- 
cepted and appealed. | 


Self € Whitener for the plaintiff? 3. 
W. OC. Feamster and M. H. Yount for the defendant. 


Brown, J. The Court charged that “If plaintiff shipped the. goods 
with bill of lading attached, and defendant could have gotten the goods 
by calling at the depot and paying for the yarn, that would be a sub- . 
stantial compliance with the contract, and if you find from the evidence | 
that this is true, you will answer the second issue ‘No.’ ” 

In this we think there was error. The contract that bills of lading 
were to be sent direct to the defendant, and upon receipt ‘of the goods he 
. was to remit to the plaintiffs, was not performed when the plaintiff billed 
the goods to themselves with draft attached. It was not a substantial 
compliance with the contract, but a wilful violation of it. The de- 
fendant had the right to insist upon such a contract, and the plaintiffs 
need not have agreed to it, but having agreed to it, they should have 
performed it. If the defendant’s credit had become impaired and his 
solvency seriously doubted, the plaintiffs could have refused to ship the 
goods, and should then have notified the defendant of the reason. There 
is nothing of that sort in the case. The defendant may have thought, 
and with some reason, that if all his goods were shipped c. o. d. it would 
impugn his credit, and for that reason insisted as a part of the contract 
upon direct shipments. One who invokes. the doctrine of sub- 
stantial performance in order to show. a right to recover on a (217) 
contract, must present a case In which there has been no wilful 
omission or departure from the terms of the contract; he must have 
faithfully and honestly endeavored to perform it in all particulars. 
To justify a recovery upon a contract as substantially performed, the 
omission must be the result of a mistake or inadvertence and not inten- 
tional. Elliott v. Caldwell, 9 L. R. A., 53, and cases cited. 

If the evidence of the defendant is to be believed, the departure from 
the alleged contract was intentional. He says: “I told them when we 
talked of the modification of this contract, and as a part of the modi- 
fication and understanding, it was agreed that no goods were to be 
shipped to me with bill of lading attached. I expressly told Corbett 
that I never received or had goods shipped to me with bill of lading 
attached, and I would not receive any goods that way, and they were 
not to be shipped to me under the modified terms in any such manner, 
but bills of lading and invoices were to be sent direct to me, and upon 
receipt of the goods I was to remit to Riley & Co., Boston, Mass.” As 
the terms of the modified contract do not seem to be in dispute, we are 
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of opinion that the plaintiffs violated it when they shipped the goods 

c. 0. d., and that the defendant was justified in not receiving them, 

and that the defendant is entitled to recover, as damages, the difference 

between the contract price and what it reasonably cost the defendant 

on the market to supply the yarns which plaintiffs failed to supply. | 
Let there be a new trial upon the second and third issues. 


New Trial. 
[pee he 


Hox, J., did not git on | the hearing of this case. 





(218) 
IN RE SHELTON’S WILL. 
_ (Filed 4 December, 1906.) 


Wills—Revocation—Declarations of Testator—Evidence—Handwriting—Com- 
parison—Argument of Counsel—Exceptions—Burden of Proof as to Revoca- 
tion—Harmless Hrror—Ambiguous Verdict. 


1. A cancellation, obliteration or erasure made after.the execution of a will, 
which does not in fact destroy some portion of the material substance of 
the will, does not constitute a revocation thereof. 

2. To constitute a valid revocation of a will within the language of Rev., see. 
3115, it is essential, among other requirements, that the entire writing, 
including the signature, should be in the testator’s handwriting, where 
it is not attested by witnesses. 

8. Declarations of the testator made after the date of an alleged revocation 
written on the margin of the will, tending to prove that he did not write 
or execute the alleged revocation, were competent, . 

4, In a proceeding for the probate of a will, on the margin of which was 
written an alleged revocation by the testator, where it was admitted to 
be the testator’s will unless it had been revoked by the words written on 
its margin, declarations by the testator as to how he was going. to leave 
his property, made before the date of the alleged revocation, were not 
competent. 

5. The declarations of the paiwtoes “may wot be received to ania, change or 
add to a written will, nor can it be revoked by parol. 

6. While it was erroneous for counsel for the propounder of a will, in his. 
argument, to show the alleged revocatory words on the margin of the 
will to the jury and point out differences in the formation of letters, etce., 
between the signature on the margin and the signature to the will, it 
does not. constitute reversible error where the contestant failed to call — 

| the Court’s attention to it and took no exception at the time. 

7. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, on the margin of which was 
written an alleged revocation, after the propounder offered the will and 
proved its due execution, the burden of proving ynat the will had been 
legally revoked was upon the contestant. 

8. Where the Court erroneously put upon the propounder of a will the burden’ 
of proving that an alleged revocation of a will was not genuine, the con- ° 
testant, at whose request it was done, cannot complain. 
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§. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, where the usual issue was sub- 
mitted to the jury, “Is the paper-writing propounded for probate, and 

_ every part thereof, the last will and testament of deceased” to which the ~ 
jury answered, “Yes,” the verdict was not ambiguous because the will 
bore on its margin an alleged revocation, as the marginal] words were no 
part of the will. 


—— ae | (219) 


Proceepine heard by Bryan, J., and a jury, of Lincotn, wherein 
A. F. Shelton appeared as propounder for probate of a paper-writing 
as the last will of F. M. Shelton, who died on 25 January, 1905, and 
the administrator of the estate of F, M. Shelton ° Bppestot to contest 
the probate. 

The paper-writing executed by F. M. Shelton in 1902 was offered in 
evidence as his will. The following words were written in ink on the 
margin thereof, to wit: 


“This will I this day make void and of no effect. 16 January, 1905. 
. . F. M. Suetron.” 


The contention of the contestant was that said words revoked the 
paper-writing as a will. Evidence was introduced by the propounder 
and contestant. Many exceptions were taken by contestant to the ad- 
mission and exclusion of aaa to the oere of ‘the Court and other 
rulings of his Honor. . 

The following issue was submitted to the jury: “Is the paper- 
writing propounded for probate, and every part thereof, the last will 
and testament of F. M. Shelton?’ to which the jury answered “Yes.” 
Upon this verdict the Court gave judgment that the paper-writing, ex- 
cluding the words on the margin thereof, was the last will and testa- 
ment of F. M. Shelton. The caveator appeals. 


Clarkson & Duls, Tillett & Guthrie, and’ C. E. Childs for the pro- 
pounder, | 
Ruffin & Preston for the caveator. 


Brown, J. We will not discuss seriatem the twenty-seven 
exceptions set out in the record, but will consider only such (220) 
phases of the case as we deem necessary. The learned counsel 
for the .caveator in an able argument and carefully prepared brief has 
pointed out many alleged errors in the record, none of which are, in 
our ‘opinion, sufficiently serious to warrant another trial of the issue. 
‘Tt is plain that the testator did not revoke the will by “canceling, tear- 
ing, or obliterating the same.” It seems to be generally held that can- 
cellation, obliteration, or erasure made after the execution of a will, 
which does not in fact destroy some portion of the material.substance of 
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the will, does not constitute a revocation thereof. Lewis v. Lewis, 2 
Watts & S., 455; Ladd Will, 60 Wis., 188; Clark v. Smith, 34 Barb. 
(N. Y.), 140; Gardner v. Gardner, 65 ce H., 230; Wolf v. Bollinger, 
62 Ill., 368; Matter of Miller, 50 N. Y., Mise. 105 Howard v. Hunter, 
115 Ga., 357 ; Underhill on Wills, sec. 999 ; Redfield on Wills, star page 
318. 

_ The words written on the blank margin of this will do not touch any 
part of the will proper. It is unnecessary, however, to discuss this fea- 
ture of the case, because the jury have in effect declaved that the writ- 
ing alleged to have been made by the testator purporting to revoke his 
will was not in fact made by him. 

It is contended that his Honor erred in permitting the propounder 
to prove by Mattie Shelton the declarations of the testator made the 
day before he died, tending to prove that testator did not execute or 
write the alleged revocation and referring to and speaking of his last 
will. His death occurred 25 January, 1905. The alleged revocation 
is dated 16 January, 1905. These declarations did not tend to explain 
the meaning of anything contained in the writing, but only to prove 
that it was not the testator’s act. To make it a valid revocation within 

the language of our statute, Revisal, 3115, it is essential, among 
(221) other requirements, that the entire writing, including the signa- 

ture, should be in the testator’s handwriting, inasmuch as it is 
not attested by witnesses. We will not either review or undertake to 
reconcile the conflicting decisions upon the.admissibility of such evi- 
dence. It seems to be generally held that the declarations of a testator 
are not competent upon the question of the interpretation of the con- 
tents of his will, but as to the admissibility of declarations made by the 
testator upon the question of the factwm of the will the authorities are 
divided. This Court seems long since to have aligned itself with those 
favoring the admission of such evidence, and it has been so classified 
by other courts. In Tucker v. Whitehead, 59 Miss., 594, the Supreme 
Court of that State says: “There are few questions in the law upon 
which authorities are more hopelessly in conflict than upon the admis- | 
sibility of ‘declarations of a deceased testator in support or in rebuttal 
of a supposed revocation of a testamentary paper. It has engaged the 
attention and elicited the logic of the greatest jurists who have adorned 
the bench of this or any country. Against the admissibility of such 
evidence are to be found the names of Kent, Story, and Livingston, 
and in favor of it those of Walworth, Ruffin, Lumpkin, and Cooley. 
Certainly we can hope to add nothing to the arenaih of an argument on 
either side, which has already been exhausted by such men as these.” 

To the names of the great lawyers who support the admission of such — 
evidence we will add the name of Henderson, who says in Reel v. Reel, 
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8 N. C., 248: “To our minds, to reject the declarations of the only 

person having a vested interest and who was interested to declare the 
truth, whose fiat gave existence to the will, and whose fiat could destroy, 
and in doing the one or the other could interfer with the rights of no 
one, involves almost an absurdity; and (with due deference to the opin- 
ions of those who have decided to the contrary, we say it) they 

- are received, not upon the grounds of their being a part of the (222) 
res gestae, for whether they accompany an act or not, whether 

made long before or long after making the will, is entirely immaterial 
as to their competency, those circumstances only go to their weight or 
credit with the tribunal which is to try the fact, and the same tribunal 
is also to decide whether the declarations contain the truth or are de- 
ceptive, in order to delude expectants and procure peace. The English . 
books are full of cases where the declarations of the testator were re- 
ceived, and without any objection as to their competency; generally 
the question being as to their weight.” . 

This language is quoted by Professor Wigmore as supporting the 
admission of such evidence as one of the exceptions to the general rule 
excluding hearsay. Vol. 3, sec. 1738. i 

The controlling authority of this case was acknowledged in 1832 by 
‘this Court in an opinion by Judge Ruffin in the following language: 
“The admissibility of the evidence rejected in the Superior Court was, 
as a general principle at the common law, determined in Reel v. Reel. 
The discussion in that case was full, and the decision is to be regarded 
by succeeding Judges, not only with respect, but, in my opinion, as 
authoritative. For this reason, I must say I do not consider that ques- 
tion open to dispute.” Howell v. Barden, 14 N. C., 443. In this case 
Judge Ruffin ones very cogent reasons why the evidence should be 
received. 

The Reel case was again cited and approved in 1888 in Patterson v. 
Wilson, 101 N. C., 587, by Mr. Justice Merrimon, as follows: “The 
case of Reel v. Reel, 8 N. C., 248, cited. by the learned counsel for the 
appellant, has no application here. That was a contest of the will then 
in question; the purpose was not to interpret it. and ascertain its mean- 
ing. The evidence as to what was said by the supposed testator was for 
the purpose of showing that he did or did not execute a valid will. 

In such.case, no doubt, the pertinent declarations of the testator (223) 
for proper pur poses might be evidence.” 

The syllabus in Reel v. Reel was made and published many years be- 
fore either of the cases approving it were decided, and that syllabus 
interprets the opinion as holding that declarations ‘of a testator made 
at any time subsequent to the execution of a will which go to show that 
it is not his will, are admissible, and that it is the general principle 
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deducible from that case. Such is the interpretation placed upon it 
by Judge Merrimon, and by the accurate reporter of Patterson v. Wil- 
son, supra, who states the law tersely and correctly when he says: 
“While under some circumstances the declarations of a testator are 
competent upon the question of the factum of the will, they are not 
competent upon the question of the interpretation of the contents of the 
will.” 

In Waterman v. Whitney, 11 N. Y., 168, this case (Reel v. Reel) is 
spoken of as a leading case on this subject and as upholding the ad- 
missibility of the testator’s declaration made after the execution of the 
_ will in which he stated its contents to be materially different from what 
they were. Contestants offered to prove that at various times between 
the date of the supposed will and the death of Reel he had repeatedly 
mentioned the substance of the will left in the hands of Blackledge, and 
that according to those declarations the contents of the paper offered fox 
probate were utterly variant from the will left with Blackledge. There . 
were evidently two defenses set up in the Reel case, viz., undue influence 
and that the writing offered was not Reel’s true will, but a fraud and 
‘imposition perpetrated by Blackledge. The declarations were offered 
in support of the latter contention. This is shown most clearly by the 
brief of Judge Gaston, counsel for contestants, who says: “The ob- 
ject of the evidence was to show by Reel’s repeated declarations what 

he believed to be the will he had signed, in order, with the other 
(224) facts proved, to establish a fraud.” | 

In the case before us the propounders have offered evidence, 

however strongly it may be contradicted, tending to prove that the writ- 
ing on the margin, purporting to be a revocation, is a fraud and forgery. 
To corroborate such evidence they offered the declarations of the testator 
made after the date of the writing and shortly before he died, tending to 
show that he had not revoked or destroyed his will and that he knew 
nothing of such revocation. This evidence is offered to prove fraud in 
the factum as much so as in Reel’s case. In the Hvans will case, 123 
N. ©., 117, Reels case and Howell v. Barden, supra, are cited and ap- 
proved. In that case declarations of the testatrix were admitted as 
competent, although held to be insuflicient, to show that the writing 
offered was not her will. 

Declarations of this kind are admitted as an exception to the general 
rule rejecting hearsay, because the testator. has peculiar means of 
knowledge and may be supposed to be without motive to speak other 
than the truth. He differs from a grantor in a deed, because when his 
declarations are made he has not parted with his property, but retains 
control over the subject-matter until his death, and he must be pre- 

sumed to know what disposition he has made of it. In Sugden v. St. 
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Leonards, L. R. I, P. D., 154-225, Chief Justice Cockburn reasons 
strongly in favor of the admission of such evidence, as follows: “The 
testator must be taken to know the contents of the instrument he has 
executed. If he speaks of its provisions, he ean have no motive for 
misrepresenting them except in the rare instances in which a testator 
may have the intention of misleading by his’ statements respecting his 
will. Generally speaking, statements of this kind are honestly madle, 
and this class of evidence may be put on the same footing with décla- 
rations of members of a family in matters of pedigree.” In the | 
same case Sir George Jessel, Master of Rolls, who is regarded (225) 

by Professor Wigmore as the greatest English Judge of the cen- | 
tury, declares in substance that all the reasons in favor of any exception 
to the hearsay rule exist in the case of a testator declaring the contents 
of his will. Furthermore, says he: “The Court should be anxious not 
narrowly to restrict the rules ‘of evidence, which were made for the pur- 
pose of furthering truth and justice, but guided by those great principles . 
which have guided other tribunals in other countries in admitting this 
kind of evidence generally, to admit it at all events in the special case 
we have under consideration.” 

We are not without support in ais country. Practically the same 
kind of evidence was admitted: in the following cases: Conoly v. Gayle, — 
61 Ala., 116; Patterson v. Hickey, 82 Ga., 159; McDonald v. McDonald, 
(142 Ind., 55; Scott v. Hawk, 77 N. W., 467; Schnee v. Schnee, 61 Kan., 
643; Muller v. Muller, 108 Ky., 511; Lambies’ Estate, 97 Mich., 49; 
Lane v. Hill, 68 N. H., 275; Beadles v. Alexander, 9 Baxter, 604. In 

the latter case the declarations of testator that he had signed a will 
were held admissible in corroboration of other evidence, as “the.decla- 
ration of the only party having a vested interest to declare the truth,” - 
approving Reel v. Reel. In Tynan v. Paschal, 27 Tex., 300, declara-_ 
tions were received to show the execution of a will and to rebut the 
inference of a revocation. In Sawyer v. Smith, 8 Mich., 411, the dec- 
lavations of.the testatrix were admitted to aid the jury in determining 
whether a mutilation of a will had been made by the testatrix or by 
- some other person. | 
We think, so far as the administration of the law in this State is - 
concerned, the question may be regarded as settled. | 
This exception to the general rule prohibiting hearsay, however, does — 
not make competent the testimony of the witness, Mollie Beatty, by 
whom contestant offered to prove statements made by the ac ete in 
November, 1904, “tas to how he was going to leave his property.” 

This will was made in 1902, and there is no allegation made of (226) 
any fraud in the factum. It was evidently admitted during the 
whole course of the trial to be the testator’s will, unless it had been re- 
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voked by the words written on its margin. The case was tried on this 
theory. The declarations to Mollie Beatty could not constitute a revo- 
cation in themselves, for that must be in writing, and they were made 
before instead of after the date of the writing offered as a revocation. 
‘It is generally agreed that the declarations of the testator may not be 
received to explain, change or add to a written will, nor can it be re- 
‘voked by parol. 1 Redfield on Wills, 498. We see no view in which 
such evidence was competent on this trial. 

We have carefully considered the several exceptions ie the admission 
of testimony in respect to the handwriting of the -revocatory words. 
While his Honor may have erred in some instances in his rulings relating 
thereto, yet the alleged improper testimony was so colorless and tended 
to prove or disprove so little that we regard the errors as harmless. 

The contestant assigns error because counsel for propounder in his 
argument showed the revocatory words on the margin of the will to the 
jury and pointed out differences in the formation of letters, etc., between 
the signature on the margin and the signature to the will, This was 
erroneous, as is held in Fuller v. Fox, 101 N. C., 119, but the contestant 
failed to call the Court’s attention to it and ok no exception at the 
time, as the record shows. 7 

We have examined carefully contestant’s prayers for instructions, as. 
also his motions to set aside the verdict as ambiguous and for judgment 
upon the verdict as rendered, and will consider them together. 

With all deference for the: learned counsel for the contestant, we 
think they have an erroneous idea about the character of the.issue, and 
the burden of proving the revocation, and having succeeded in impress- 

ing their view as to the latter upon his Honor, we think they can- 
(227) not complain of the charge to the jury. When the paper-writing 

purporting to be the testator’s will was offered by the propounder 
for probate he did not necessarily or in fact offer the revocatory words 
written on the margin of the paper containing the will. He offered only 
the will dated 15 July, 1902. This must necessarily be so, for the revo- 
cation is no part of the will, and had he been compelled to offer.it as a 
part of the will, because written on the margin of the same paper, the 
effect. would be to destroy the very will the propounder was offering for - 
probate. ‘The revocation was not a concellation technically, nor was it 
a mutilation, and, therefore, needed no explanation upon the part of the 
propounder of the will. After the propounder had offered the will and 
proved its execution as required by law, if the jury believed the evr- 
dence, he was entitled to a verdict to the effect that the paper-writing 
was the last will and testament of F. M. Shelton, unless the contestant 
could prove that it had been revoked. The burden of proving that the 
will had been legally revoked was as much upon contestant as it would. 
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have been to prove undue influence, had such been the ground of con- 
test. It was then up to contestant to go forward with his proof and to 
offer the revocation in evidence and to prove its execution or that it was 
all in testator’s handwriting and found in a secure place, as required by 
statute. So far as the record. discloses, no question seems to have been 
made in the Superior Court about the security of the place, and his Hon- 
or’s charge plainly relieves contestant from proving that essential fact. 

The case appears to have been tried solely upon the contested fact 
of the genuineness of the handwriting of the alleged revocation and the 
signature thereto. His Honor charged that “If the jury find that the | 
paper-writing was properly, executed, and the testator was sound in 
mind, then they should answer the issue ‘Yes,’ unless they further find 
that the will was revoked by the writing on the margin of the 
paper. This ‘writing puts the burden on the propounders of (228) 
the will to account for this—and it is not the will of the testator, 
F. M. Shelton, until they do so to the satisfaction of the jury. The 
law presumes that the will is revoked. This writing on the margin is 
prima facre evidence of revocation, and the propounders must rebut it.” 
Thus the Court placed upon the propounders the burden to prove the 
negative facts that the revocation and signature were not in the hand- 
writing of the testator and that 1¢ was not found in a secure place, and 
gave contestant the full benefit of a prima facie case. This relieved 
the contestant from proving at first hand any of the statutory essentials 
necessary to constitute a valid revocation, and puts the burden upon the 
propounder'to disprove them all. When he proved the will, he had to 
disprove the revocation. While this is erroneous, we see no reason why 
contestant should complain, as it was done at his request. It was far 
more than he was entitled to. 
_ There is plainly no ambiguity in the verdict as contended by contest- 
ant. The issue is in the form dlways submitted in contests growing out 

_of the probate of wills. It is contended by contestant that, as the mar- 
ginal words, “This will I this day make void and of no effect. Jan. ° 
16, 1905. F. M. Shelton,” were a part of the paper-writing, as intro- 
duced by propounder, the verdict was, therefore, ambiguous and unin- 
telligible. The marginal words were not offered as any part of the will 
of the testator. The paper-writing propounded and established by the » 
verdict as the will of F. M. Shelton is the one dated 15 July, 1902, and 
the marginal words are no part of it. | 

We have examined the record in this case with care and all the ex- 
ceptions of contestant, and we find no error of which he has just cause 
to complain. 

No Error. 

Cited: In re Wellborn, 165 N. C., 639. 
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(229) 
LINEBARGER v, LINEBARGER. 


(Filed 4 December, 1906.) 
Wills — Transaction with Deceased — Hvidence — Declarations of Testator. 


Undue Influence—Declarations of Devisee—Joint Interest—Submission of 
Special Issue—Evidence—Suficiency—M ental Capacity. 





1. On an issue of devisavit vel non, it was not competent to prove by a witness 
whose husband was one of the caveators and heirs at law of the testator, 
declarations of said testator offered for the purpose of showing undue 
influence, aS such witness had an interest in the real estate, dependent 
upon the result of the action which disqualified her under Rev., sec. 
1631 (Code, 590). a 

2. Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator regarding 
the execution of his will indicating the state of his mind, ete., made con- 
temporaneous with or so near thereto as to fall within me principle of 
res geste, are competent. 


3. Upon an issue of devisavit vel non declarations of. the testator regarding 
the execution of the will, tending to show undue influence, made prior to 
the execution of the will, are competent. / 


4. Upon. an issue of devisavit vel non, the declarations of a legatee regarding 
his own conduct, for his own benefit, cannot be used against other lega- 
tees, as they have not a joint interest. 


5. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, where there is sufficient evi- 
dence as to undue influence by only one of the devisees, a special issue 
may be submitted directed to the validity of:the interest of such devisee. 


6. Where a special issue is submitted directed to the undue influence exerted 
over the testator by one of the devisees, the declarations of the testator 
made prior to the executicn of the will, coupled with those made by such 
devisee, are competent to be considered by the jury upon the issue thus 
presented. 


7. Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator made prior 
to the execution of the will, are not sufficient to be submitted to the jury 
to show undue influence, in the absence of evidence showing any acts of 
undue influence or any admissions thereof, 


8. In passing upon the question as to whether the will was procured by undue 
influence, the age of the testator, his mental and physical condition, and 
other relevant facts may be considered by the jury. 


Procerpines by Caroline Linebarger and others against H. D. 

(230) Linebarger and others, heard by Bryan, J., and a jury, at the 
July Term, 1906, of Carawea. | | 
Propounders, appearing in the record ag plaintiffs, offered for pro- 
bate a paper-writing purporting to be the last will and. testament of 
Fred. H. Linebarger, deceased. Caveators, appearing as defendants, 
filed a caveat averring that said paper-writing was not the last will and 
testament of said Fred. H. Linebarger, for that “It was obtained by the 
undue influence of Caroline Linebarger, Hosea Linebarger, Marvin 
Linebarger, and other persons in their behalf.” Thereupon an issue 
was submitted, to wit: “Is the paper-writing offered for probate, and 
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every part thereof, the last will and testament of Fred. H. Linebarger, 
deceased?” The jury having responded “No” to the issue, judgment 
was rendered accordingly, and propounders having noted exceptions to 
his Honor’s rulings set forth in the opinion, appealed. | 


Witherspoon & Witherspoon for the plaintiffs. | | 
WwW. C. Peister, M. H. Yount and Self & Whitener for the defend- 
ants. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: Propounders proved the execu- 
tion of the alleged will by the subscribing witnesses thereto and that at 
the time thereof the alleged testator was of sound mind, ete., and read 
the same. By the provisions of said paper-writing the alleged testator 
gave his entire estate, both real and personal, except several pecuniary 
legacies, to his wife, Caroline Linebarger, for life, remainder to two of 
his sons, being the youngest, Hosea and Marvin Linebarger. He gave 
to six of his children twenty dollars each, to one child fifteen dollars, to 
two. sons forty dollars each, and to the children of two deceased daugh- 
ters one dollar each. He named his wife and another person executors, 
The paper-writing was executed 27 November, 1903, and he died 
15 March, 1905. It was offered for probate April, 1905. (231) 

For the purpose of showing undue influence, caveators offered 
to show the declarations made by the alleged: testator before and subse- 
quent to the execution of the paper-writing, also declarations of one of 
the devisees. To the admission of this class of testimony. propounders 
excepted. | 

It appeared that the alleged testator was, at the date of the paper- 
writing, eighty-one years of age, and that Caroline Linebarger was his 
second wife. There was nothing in the testimony of the subscribing - 
witnesses indicating mental incapacity, nor was there any evidence from 
this source showing undue influence or fraud. 

Among other witnesses introduced to show declarations of the alleged 
testator was Mrs. Susan Linebarger,.wife of one of the caveators.. Pro- 
pounders objected to her competency to testify to declarations of the 
alleged testator, because of sec. 1631, Rev. (Code, 590). It is clear 
that if the caveators succeeded in their contention, the husband of the 
witness, as one of the heirs at law, became the owner of an undivided 
interest in the real estate. It is well settled by a number of decisions 
that the wife immediately upon the seizin, either in law or deed of the 
husband, becomes entitled to “an inchoate right of dower or estate in 
the land” of her husband. Gatewood v. Tomlinson, 113 N. C., 312; 
Gore v. Townsend, 105 N. C., 228 (8 L. R. A., 448); Trust Co. v. Ben- 
bow, 135 N. C,, 303. She therefore had an interest in the property de- 
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pendent upon the result of the controversy and, under the ruling in 
Pepper v. Broughton, 80 N. C., 251; was incompetent. The exception — 
to the admission of her testimony must be sustained. This ruling would. 
result in a new trial; as, however, other exceptions are made in the 
record, arid will probably arise 1n another trial, it is our duty to dispose 
of them at this time.’ 
The declarations of the testator fall within, three classes and 
(232) their admissibility depend upon different principles and excep- 
tions. Caveators proposed to show declarations which it is 
claimed tend to show undue influence made prior to the execution of the 
paper-writing. 

Mrs. Kale testified that prior to the death of her first husband, which 
'-was two years before the death of. Mr. Linebarger, he said in eens 
ence that he wanted the law to make his will, each child to have his 
part; that he did not intend to make a will unless “they all” persuaded 
him to do so. 

Mr. Gant testified that during the month of April, 1900, while at 
Mr. Linebarger’s house, he said that “he didn’t see much pleasure; that . 
they terrified him day and night; he saw no peace.” Witness asked 
him, Who% He said, “Ma and Hosea, to make a will to Hosea and 
Ma.” That he had heard Mr. Linebarger say repeatedly that he 
wanted his property divided equally among his children. That in 1901. 
he had another conversation with My. Linebarger in which he com- 
plained of the conduct of Hosea and his wife, to whom he referred as 
“Ma. ?? 

One Helderman testified that, at some date not fixed; but which by 
reference to certain matters of public. history we may fix at some time 
during the year 1908, Mr. Linebarger said to him that “Hosea and his 
Jast children wanted hic to make a will, but he said he wanted all his 
children to fare alike when he was dead and gone.” 

One Monroe Gordon testified that some .time during the year 1903 
Mr. Linebarger said to him that his wife wanted him to make a will to 
her and her two boys, but that he was not going to do that; that he 
could not eat, sleep, and work; that he could not live many years. 

The only evidence of declarations made subsequent to the execution 

of the paper-writing were those testified to by Mrs. Susan Line- 
(233) barger. We find no testimony showing any acts on the part of 

propounders or any other person of undue influence or fraud. 
That the declarations of the testator regarding the execution of his 
will indicating-the state of his-mind, etc., made contemporaneous with 
or so near thereto as to fall within the principle of res gest@ are com- 
petent in an issue of devisavit vel non, is well settled. 1 Redf.. on 
Wills, 542. In Shaler v. Bumstead, 99 Mass., 112, Colt, J., says: “Tt 
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is always liable to be impeached by any competent evidence that it was 
never executed with the required formality, was not the act of one pos- 
sessed of testamentary capacity, or was obtained by such fraud or 
undue influence as to subvert the real intentions and will of the maker. 
The declarations of the testator accompanying the act must always be 
resorted to as the most satisfactory evidence to sustain or defend the 
will whenever this issue is presented.” 
In so far as the declarations tend to show undue influence, we think 
that they are competent. While the authorities respecting the extent to— 
and purpose for which such declarations may be admitted are not uni- 
form, we think that, at least in this State, those offered here were compe- 
tent. 1 Green. (16 Ed.), 760. . 
Eliminating the testimony of Mrs. Suan laa wiabee we find no 
evidence of declarations made subsequent to the execution of the paper- 
writing. This relieves us from the discussion of the much vexed question 
as to the extent to and purpose for which such declarations are admis- 
sible in this State under the rulings in Reel v. Reel, 8 N. C., 248, and 
Howell v. Barden, 14 N. C., 442. Interesting discussions of these cases 
as related to the current of authority upon this question will.be found 
in Shaler v. Bumstead, supra; Waterman v. Whitney, 11 N. Y., 157; 
In re Hess’s Will, 48 Minn., 504 (S. ¢., 31 Am. St., 665, and notes) ; 
Meeker v. Boylan, 28 N. J. L., 274 (289); Jackson v. Kniffen, 
2 Johns, 31 (3 Am. Dec., 393, and notes). (284) 
‘Caveators proposed to show declarations of Hosea Linebarger 
made prior and subsequent to the execution of the paper-writing, tending 
to show undue influence by him. There was no declaration regarding 
any act done by said Hosea. The exception to this testimony presents a 
_ difficult question. It is elementary leatning that a party’s declarations 
_ against his own interest, or those claiming under him, are always com- 
petent, this being one of the. settled exceptions to the hearsay rule. It | 
is equally well settled that, when the person whose declarations are 
sought to be shown, is alive, they are not competent against strangers, 
or those claiming a common but not Joint interest, ‘That persons tak- 
‘ing a devise, or bequest, in a will have a community of interest, but not ~ 
a joint interest, is well settled. “Upon the question whether a declara- 
tion of a legates made after the execution of a will is admissible to show 
that it was procured by undue influence, there is a conflict of authority. 
The majority of the cases reject such evidence, reasoning, on general 
principles, that no one should be concluded by unauthorized statements 
of others with whom he is in no way associated or identified in interest. 
The admission of a legatee is evidence against the will where he is the . 
sole beneficiary under it. But the interests of legatees under a will are 
several, not joint. Each claims independently of the others, and his 


195 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143 


LINEBARGER UV, LINEBARGER, 


interest should not be affected by the acts or declarations of the other 
legatees.” 1 Underhill on Wills, 163. The question is presented and 
discussed in Shazler v. Bumstead, supra. “The admissions of a party 
to the record against his interests are, as a general rule, competent 
against him; and this rule applies to all cases where there is an interest 
in the suit, although other joint parties in interest may be injuriously 

affected. But it does not apply to cases where there are other 
(235) parties to be affected, who have not a joint interest, or do not_ 

stand in some relation of privity to the party whose admission 
is relied upon. A mere community of interest is not sufficient. Dev- 
isees and legatees have not that joint interest in the will which will 
make the admission of one admissible against the other legatees. 
* = * The separate admissions of each made after the act, that the 
will was procured by their joint acts of fraud or undue fndluence, cannot 
be -permitted to prejudice the other. Such statements are only admiasi- 
ble when, they are made during the prosecution of the joint enterprise. 
Admitting,. for the present, that any interest in a will obtained by 
undue influence cannot be held by third persons, however innocent of 
the fraud, and that the gift must be taken tainted with the fraud of the 
person procuring it, still it by no means follows that the interest of the 
other innocent legatees should be lable to be divested by the subse- 
quent statements of the parties procuring the will. Such a rule would 
violate all sense of right, and is not sustained by the decisions. The 
admissions of a legatee made prior to the date of the execution are re- 
jected for the reason that, if made before he becomes a legatee, they 
are not declarations against his interest.” 1 Underhill on Wills, 163. 

Of course, if there be a conspiracy, or the undue influence be either 
the result of a common design or be committed jointly or in concert, 
the acts and declarations of the parties engaging therein would be 
admissible in the same way and to the same extent. as in other like 
cases, 
In Gash v. J ohnson, 28 N. C., 289, the question came up in a rather 

peculiar way, and while in the opinion the Court expressly says that the 
declaration of one of the legatees in regard to undue influence is not 
competent against the others, it is decided that, because he was not a 
party to the record, the will being propounded by the executor alone, | 
such evidence is imate to affect his rights as devisee. In that case 

the contest was between the executor, who alone propounded the 
(236) will in common form, and the caveators. 

— It would seem fe6mn the decision in McRainy v. Clark, 4 N. C., 

698, that the declarations of one of the legatees or devisees are sane 
tent as against himself. The usnal and statutory method, of proceed- 
ing in this State, when a caveat is filed, is to summon all persons in in- 
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terest to make themselves parties. Rev., 3136. It is suggested by 
Judge Daniel in Gash v. Johnson, supra, that the Court should direct 
that a special issue be drawn “for the jury to find” whether the paper- 
writing propounded, or any part thereof, and if any, which part, is the 
last will and testament of the testator. It may be that, under an issue 
so drawn, the declarations of one or more of the legatees could be re- 
ceived as against the interest of such legatee when such declarations 
affected the validity of the legacy or devise made to such declarant. 


That there are practical difficulties in the application of this rule is _ 


apparent. We are impressed with the views of Mr. Justice Craag, 
expressed in McMillan v. McDull, 110 Ill., 47: “In the case under 
consideration, the Court, in deciding the question, admitted the decla- 
rations only as against the party who made them; but this did not re- 
lieve the evidence of its injurious effect. The evidence was admitted 
upon the issue involved in the case. It was incompetent as against the 
other defendants, and as it could not affect the issue without affecting 
the other defendants, it was, in our judgment, incompetent to go to the 
jury on the issue involved. If the interest of the devisees had been 
joint, the evidence might have been admitted against all of them, as we 
understand it to be a rule of evidence where the parties have a joint 
interest in the matter in suit, an admission made by one is in general 
competent evidence against all. But here the devisees did not have a 
joint interest under the will, but they had separate interests in one 
- subject—the validity of the will, as held in Dietrich v. Dietrich, supra. 
If this was a case where a judgment could be rendered against 
one of the defendants without affecting the rights of the others, (237) 
there might be some ground for admitting in evidence the decla- 
rations as against the defendant who made them; but such is not the’ 
case. The only:question here is as to the validity of the will, and 
testimony which defeats one defendant—one devisee—defeats all, and a 
judgment against one necessarily defeats all. While it might be 
proper to defeat a will on the admissions of a party who was a sole 
devisee, it would be manifestly unjust, where there are several devisees, 
to suffer the rights of all to be concluded and swept away by the admis- 
sions of one, and these admissions made in their absence and without 
‘their knowledge or sanction. If the admissions here could have gone to 
the jury and affected the rights of none, but the one making them, no 
error would have been committed; but such was not the case. The ad- 
missions, notwithstanding the ruling of the Court, went to the issue 
devisavit vel non, in which all the devisees were equally interested.” 

It is true that the declaration offered in that case was that the testa- 
tor was mentally incompetent. It may be that a distinction exists 
between declarations of this character, which go to the-validity of the 
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entire will, and those amounting to admissions that the declarant who 
has a legacy or devise, under the will, admitted that he had exerted 
undue influence or practised a fraud upon the testator.. There is not a 
scintilla of evidence in this record that Marvin ever spoke to his father, 
to his mother, or to Hosea, in regard to the will. He denies that he 
did so, and no one contradicts him. He expressly says that Marvin had 
not done so. ‘There is no evidence, other than Mr. Linebarger’s decla- 
rations before the will was made, that Mrs. Caroline Linebarger had 
talked with her husband in regard to his will. It would therefore be 
manifestly unjust that Hosea’s declarations regarding his own conduct, 
for his own benefit, should be used against them. 
Exelnding the declarations of Hosea and of Mrs. Susan Line- 
(288) barger, we are of the opinion that, measured by the standard 
applied by this Court in Lee v. Williams, 111 N. C., 200, there is 
not sufficient evidence to be submitted to the jury to show undue influ-. 
- ence as against Mrs. Linebarger and Marvin. The declarations are not 
inconsistent with the final determination of Mr. Linebarger to make the 
will as we find it. He said that it was hard to make a will; that he 
wanted the law to make his will. That he would not make a will unless 
they persuaded him. That they terrified him day and night; that he 
saw no peace. This was in April, 1900; whereas, he did not make a 
will until November, 1908. That he wanted his property divided 
equally between his children; that his first wife’s children were as near 
to him as his second and it was a hard thing to have to do. Monroe- 
Goodson says that he said: “I want my land to go to my first chaps.” 
That they, meaning Hosea, would curse him. That was: Hosea. He 
didn’t say the old lady cursed him or that Marvin did so. His land was 
worth about $2,000, and he had, it appears, about $1,200 in*money. 
His Honor instructed the jury that if they found that the paper-writ- 
ing was executed as testified to by the witnesses to it, they would answer 
the issue “Yes.” unless they found from the evidence by the caveators, 
first, that undue influence was in fact exerted; second, that it was suc- 
cessful in subverting and controlling the will of the testator. In re- 
gard to the declarations, he said that they afforded no substantive proot 
of undue influence and were not admitted for that purpose, and before 
the caveators could recover it was necessary that they should prove that 
undue influence was in fact actually exerted upon the testator by other 
evidence than his own declarations. This instruction was correct and is 
sustained by the authorities and the reason of the thing. ne: re Hess's 
Will, supra. - 
It would be an exceedingly dangerots innovation upon the 
(239) statute which requires a will to be executed according to the 
formalities prescribed, to permit it. to be set aside upon mere 
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declarations of the testator in regard to undue influence, unaccom- 
panied by any act on the part of any person. Measured by the stand- 
ard laid down by his Honor, we think that he should have instructed 
the jury that there was no evidence upon which they could find against 
the will as to Mrs. Linebarger and Marvin. We can see no reason why 
a special issue may not be submitted to the jury, as suggested in Gash 
v. Johnson, supra, directed to the interest of Hosea. In that event, as 
we have seen, the declarations of the testator made prior to the execu- 
tion of the will, coupled with those of Hosea, would be competent to be 
considered by the jury on the issue thus presented. 

The propounders excepted to certain parts of his Honor’s charge in 
regard to insanity. While we find no sugg estion of insanity, either 
in the caveat or the evidence, in passing upon the question as to 
whether the will was procured by the undue influence of Hosea, the age 
of the testator, his mental and physical condition and other relevant 
facts would be competent to be considered by the jury. 

_ The propounders attempted to raise the question that there was no 
evidence to be submitted to the jury by a motion for judgment of non 
obstante veredicto. This was not the proper motion. His Honor 
could not have rendered judgment notwithstanding the verdict. It is 
evident, however, that it was their purpose to move for judgment upon 
the whole evidence. 

We are of the opinion that as to Caroline and Marvin Linebarger, 
eliminating the incompetent testimony, the motion should have been 
allowed. The cause should be remanded for a new trial, in accordance 
with the principles announced herein. 

New Trial. 

Hoxsg, J., concurs in result. | 

— Cited: i re Fowler, 156 N. C., 342; 1b., 159 N. C., 207; In re. 
Patrick’s Will, 162 N. C., 520. 





| ee (240) 
GAITHER v. CARPENTER. ; 


(Filed 4 December, 1906. y 


Case on Appeal—Appellee’s Hocentions—Daiy of Appetlant-—Maticious preses 
cution—Evidence of Deliberations of Jury—Harmless Error—Matlice—In- 
structions—Contentions of Parties—Charge Taken to Jury-room. 


1. Where the Court adopts the “appellant’s case as amended by the appellee’s 
exceptions” it is the duty of the apellant to have the case, as thus modi- 
fied, redrafted and submitted to the Judge for signature. When he does 
not do this, but merely sends up his case with the appellee’s exceptions 
and J udge’ s order, there 1 is strictly no “case settled,” and the Court in its 
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discretion (there being no errors upon the face of the record) may, ex 
mero motu, either affirm the judgment or remand the case. 


2. Where the counsel do not agree upon the case on appeal, only the “case 
settled” by the Judge should come up in the record. . 
3. The “case on appeal’ should contain such incidents of the trial as were 

duly excepted to. 

4, In an action for malicious prosecution: evidence of a member of the jury 
in the criminal] trial that the jury were “out a considerable time” and at 
first stood “seven for acquittal and five for conviction” was irrelevant, 
and should have been excluded, but this Court cannot see that its admis: 
sion was prejudicial or reversible error in this case. 


5. An instruction that to constitute malicious prosecution there must be 
want of probable cause and malice was correct. 


6. In an action for malicious prosecution, the plaintiff cannot complain of the 
definition of malice as “a disposition to do the person prosecuted a wrong 
without legale excuse.” 


7. Ifa party wished fuller instructions upon any phase of the evidence than 
those given, it was his duty to have presented them by prayers for special 
instructions, and in the absence of such prayers he cannot complain that 
any of his contentions were not presented to the jury. 


8. The Court properly permitted the jury to carry the charge with them on 
retiring to the jury-room, at the request of one of the jurors. 


9, Where the charge of the Court was taken to the jury-room on retirement, 
but by oversight the special prayers asked by appellant and given were 
not also handed to the jury, this. does not constitute error, where his 
counsel were present in the court-room and did not then, or at.any time 
before verdict, call the matter to the attention of the Court. 


(241) 


Action by A. 8. Gaither by his next friend against P. O. Carpenter, 
heard by Cooke, J., and a jury, at the May Term, 1906, of Carawza. _ 

The plaintiff had been tried for larceny of a watch, and acquitted. 
This is an action against the prosecutor for malicious prosecution. 
Verdict and judgment for defendant; -appeal by plaintiff. 


Cline & Mebane and T. M. Hufham for the plaintiff. 
W. C. Feimster, Self & Whitener and M. H. Yount for the defend- 


ant. 


Crark, ©. J. To the case on appeal tendered by appellant, the appel- 
lee offered exceptions, The Court adopted the “appellant’s case as 
amended by appellee’s exceptions,” and the matter comes up to this 
Court in that shape, leaving this Court to incorporate the amendments. | 
This practice cannot be tolerated. It is.“the duty of the appellant to 
have the case as thus modified redrafted and submitted to the Judge. for 
signature. When he does not do this, but merely sends up the appel- 
-lant’s case with the appellee’s exceptions and Judge’s order, there is 
strictly no ‘case settled,’ and the Court in its discretion (there being no 
errors upon the face of the record) may, ex mero motu, either affirm the 
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judgment or remand the case.” Mitchell v. Tedder, 107 N. C., 358; 
Hinton v. Greenleaf, 115 N. C., 5; State v. King, 119 N. C., 910. When 
counsel do not agree upon a case, only the “case settled” by the Judge 
should come up in the record. No part of the tentative cases of counsel, 
on either side, should come up, save as they appear in the re- 
drafted case signed by the Court. S. v. Dewey, 189 N. C., 557. (242) 
The “case on appeal” should contain such incidents of the trial 
as were duly excepted to. What those incidents were is a matter which, 
if not agreed upon by counsel, must be “settled” by the trial J udge, and 
cannot be determined by this Court, 

A member of the jury in the criminal trial having testified as to the 
evidence of the defendant when prosecuting the criminal action, was 
allowed to state, over the plaintifi’s exception, that the jury in that case 
were “out a considerable time” and at first stood “seven for acquittal 
and five for conviction.” We do not approve of the admission of such 
evidence. As the jury, on full deliberation, acquitted, this is of more 
value than its first tentative vote. The evidence was irrelevant and 
should have been excluded, but we cannot see that its admission was 
prejudicial or reversible error in this case. 

His Honor charged the jury that to constitute malicious prosecution 
there must be want of probable cause and malice. This was. correct. 
Kirkham v. Coe, 46 N. C., 4238; BR. BR. v. Hardware Co., ante; vbid., 188 
N.C., 174. Nor could the plaintiff complain of the definition of malice 
—“a disposition to do the person prosecuted a wrong without legal ex- 
euse:”’ In R. R. v.. Hardware Co., 188 N. C., 180, it was defined to be 
a “wrongful act intentionally done without just cause or excuse.” Nor 
could the plaintiff complain that any of its contentions were not pre- 
sented to the jury. If he wished fuller instructions upon any phase of 
the evidence it was his duty to have presented them by prayers for — 
special instructions. Patterson v. Mills, 121 N. C., 258, and cases there 
cited. | 

As the jury were about to retire, one of the jurors asked the Judge to 
be allowed to carry the charge to the jury-room with them. This the 
Judge properly did, for though not within the very language of 
~ Revisal, 537, it could not be erroneous in view of that statute. (248) 
Unittentionally, by some oversight, the special prayers asked by 
the plaintiff, and which had been given, were not also handed to the 
jury. It does not appear what they were nor that the failure to hand 
them to the jury worked any prejudice to the plaintiff. They are not 
set out so that we might see. It is not contended that they contradicted 
the charge in any way. . If they were material, the jury would probably 
have sent back for them, for they had been read in the hearing of the 
jury. Besides, the plaintifi’s counsel were present in ‘the court-room 
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and did not then or at any time before verdict call the matter to the 
attention of the Court—who would doubtless gladly have corrected the 
oversight—nor make any exception. “Exceptions to the evidence and to 
all matters occurring on the trial, except the charge of the Court, must 
be noted at the time.’ Rev., 554 (2). “If not, they are waived.” 
Taylor v. Plummer, 105 N. G., 57 (often affirmed) , citing S. v. Bal- 
lard, 79 N. C., 627; Scott v. Green, 89 N. C., 278; Alley v. Howell, 141 
NeOy 116. | 

“It is the policy of the law to encourage citizens of the country in 
their efforts to bring public offenders to the notice of the Court to the 
end that they may be regularly put on trial. Hence, one who institutes 
proceedings for that purpose 1s in some measure protected, and he does 
not expose himself to an action merely by acting without probable 
cause. It must appear also that he acted from malice.” Kirkham v. 
Coe, 46 N. C., 429. The jury have found that the defendant acted 
without malice and, from the evidence doubtless, that he had probable 
cause also. Actions of this kind are not favored by thé law unless op- 
pression and malice is shown. 


No Error. | 
Hoxn, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 
Ce Farris v. R. R., 151 N. C., 492; 8. v. Bailey, 162 N. .. 584. 





(244) 
. SHEPARD v. TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


(Filed 4 December, 1906.) 


Telegrams — Delay in Delivery — Presumption of Negligence — Burden Of - 
Proof—Mental Anguish—Elements of Damage—Jurors’ Own Feelings—Evt- 
dence—Presumption of Mental Anguish-—Proof in Aid of Presumption. 


1. In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a message, the 
Court charged the jury, “The message not having been delivered until a 
week afterwards, the law presumes negligence on the part of the defend- 
ant company, but it is not such @ presumption as could not be rebutted. 
But it requires proof on the part of the defendant by the greater weight 
of the evidence that it did exercise due care in the effort to deliver the 
message.” The first paragraph was correct, the latter incorrect. 

2. The party who has not the-burden of the issue is not bound to disprove the 
actor’s case by a preponderance of the evidence, for the actor must fail 
if, upon the whole evidence, he does not have a preponderance, no matter 
whether it is because the weight of evidence is with the other party or 
because the scales are equally balanced. 

8. In an action to recover damages for mental anguish on account of the 
delay in the delivery of a telegram, an instruction on the issue of dam- 
ages that the jury had “a right to take into consideration their own feel- 
ings’ was erroneous, as a jury has no right to do more than give the 
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plaintiff recompense for the anguish he suffered from the negligence of 
the defendant—the amount to be determined, not by their own feelings, 
but by the evidence. 


4, It was competent for the plaintiff to testify that he was greatly grieved 
and it almost killed him because he could not be at his father’s deathbed 
and funeral. 


5. The fact that mental anguish is presumed where close relationship exists, 
does not exclude the more direct proof by the plaintiff’s own testimony. 


Action by D. M. Shepard against Western Union Telegraph Com- 
pany, heard by Justece, J,, and a jury, at the May Term, 1906, of Hen- 
DERSON. From a judgment for plaintiff the defendant appeatec: 


Holmes & Valentine and B. A. Jones for, the ed (245) 
Merrick & Barnard for the defendant. 


Criark, C. J. The Court charged the jury: “The message not hav- 
ing been delivered until a week afterwards, the law presumes negligence 
on the part of the defendant company, but it is not such a presumption 
as could not be rebutted. But it requires proof on the part of the de- 
fendant by the greater weight of the evidence that 1t did exercise due 
care in the effort to deliver the message.” The first paragraph was cor- 
rect, the latter incorrect. | 

The burden of the issue as to negligence was upon the plaintiff. If 
no evidence had been offered in rebuttal, the Court might have told the 
jury that if they believed the evidence, to answer that issue “Yes.” But 
when evidence was offered in rebuttal it was not incumbent upon the 
defendant to prove it by a preponderance of testimony, but upon all the 
testimony it was the duty of the plaintiff to satisfy the jury by a pre- 
ponderance of the evidence that the defendant was guilty of negligence. 
This has been recently discussed. Board of Education v. Makely. 189 
N: C., 35, citing a very apposite passage from 1 Elhott Ev., sec. 139: 

“The aed of the issue, that is, the burden of proof, in Ae sense of 
ultimately proving or establishing ‘the issue or case of the party upon 

whom such burden rests, as distinguished from the burden or duty of 
going forward and producing evidence, never shifts, but the burden or 
duty of proceeding or going forward often does shift from one party to 
the other, and sometimes back again. Thus, when the actor has gone 
forward and made a prima facie case, the other party is cémpelled in 
turn to go forward or lose his case, and in this sense the burden shifts 
to him. So the burden of going forward may, as to some particular 
matter, shift again to the first party in response to the call of a proma 
facie case or presumption in favor of the second party. But the party 
who has not the burden of the issue is not bound to disprove 
_ the actor’s case by a preponderance of the evidence, for the actor (246) 
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must fail if, upon the whole evidence, fie does not have a preponder-. 
ance, no matter whether it is because the weight of evidence is with the 
other party or because the scales are equally balanced.” 

In criminal cases, when a homicide with a deadly weapon is proved 
or admitted, there is a presumption of law that the killing is murder, 
and the burden is on the prisoner to prove all matter in mitigation or 
excuse to the satisfaction of the jury, S. v. Matthews, 142 N. C., 621; 
and whien a totally independent defense is set up, as insanity, which is 
| really another . issue, S. vu. Haywood, 94 N. C., 847, the burden of that 

issue’ is on the prisoner. But the burden of ine. issue as to the guilt of 
the prisoner, except where the law raises a presumption of law as dis- 
tinguished from a presumption of fact, remains on the State through-. _ 
out, and when evidence is offered to rebut the presumption of fact raised 
by the evidence, the burden is still on the State to satisfy the jury of the 
guilt of the prisoner upon the whole evidence. Notably, when the pris- 
oner offers proof of an alibi, for example, which goes to the aie of | 
the act. 8S. v. Josey, 64 N. C., 56. 

Nor can we approve his Honor’s instruction that the jury had “a 
right to take irito consideration their own feelings.” If this was cor- | 
rect, damages would depend not upon evidence, but upon the difference . 
in the feelings of the individuals composing a jury. A jury has no 
right to do more than give the plaintiff a fair recompense for the an- 
guish he suffered from the negligence of the defendant, the amount to be 
determined, not by their own feelings, but by the evidence, Cashion 
_ v. Fel. Co., 124 N. C., 459. | 

The plaintiff foatified that he was greatly grieved and it almost killed 
bim because he could not be at his father’s deathbed and funeral. This 

evidence was competent. It is true that where close relationship 
(247) exists mental anguish is presumed, but this does not exclude the 

more direct proof by the plaintiff’s own testimony. In Lhomp- 
son v. Tel. Co., 107 N. C., 456, a similar exception was said to be “with- 
~ out merit.” See, also, ‘Hunter v. Tel. Co., 185 N. C., 465, where it is 
said that mental anguish “is a matter of proof, and may be inferred 
from all the surrounding circumstances, as well as the personal testi- 
mony of the plaintiff.” In Harrison v. Tel. Co., ante, 147, Brown, J., — 
says that “the condition of the mind is as susceptible of proof as the 
state of the digestion, and can bé proved by the personal testimony of 
the sufferer.” But for above errors in the charge there must be a 


New Trial. 
Cited: Helms v. Tel. bis post, 395; Winslow v. "Hardwood Co., 147 


N. C., 277; Cox v. R. R., 149 N. C., 119; ; Lanning v. Tel. Co., 158 N. 
Om 345 Brock v. Ins. Co. 156 N. C., 116. 
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in re WITTKOWSKY’S LAND. 
(248) 
IN RE WITTKOWSKY’S LAND. ao 


(Filed 4 December, 1906.) 


- Highways—Eminent Domain—Commencement: of Legal Proceedings—Notice 
Assessment of Damages—Limitation of Action—A ppeal—Practice. 


1. A notice by Township Trustees to a landowner that they had condemned 
a strip of his land to widen the public highway was not the beginning of 
legal proceedings, under Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as amended by Laws 
1905, ch. 770, sec, 1 (2), where the tak was under the right of eminent — 
domain and was not contested. 


2. In a proceeding by a landowner under Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as ainenied 
by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), to assess damages for land taken for 
highway purposes, notice of the proceeding is réquired to be given to the 
Township Trustees and County Commissioners under the “law. of the 
land.” - 


3. Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as amended by ane 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), pro- 
viding that any person aggrieved may within six months after a change 
of road, or a new road has been opened and, completed, apply for a jury 
to assess damages, means that the proceeding shall be begun “‘within,” 
i. €., “not later than” six months after the road has been changed or the 
new road'opened and completed. — 


4, When a case is before the Judge on ‘appeal, it is epitenal with him to try 
At or remand to the Clerk wa instructions. 


Spnoran PRoceEpines for sotdeniation of land of S. Witikowsley | 
heard by Peebles, J., on appeal from ane Clerk, at the July Term, 1906, 
of MecKLENBURG. 7 | 

On 15 March, 1906, the Board of Trustees of Charlotte. Township 
notified S. Wittkowsky that they had condemned a strip of his land -to 
widen the public highway. On 23 March, 1906, he applied to the Clerk 
of Court to appoint a jury of five men to assess his damages. On 24 
March, 1906, the Clerk appointed the jury, who were summoned by the 
Sheriff, and assessed the damages at $2,000. The application to the 
Clerk, the appointment of the jury, their summons by the Sheriff, their 
meeting and assessment, were all without notice either to the Board of 
Township Trustees or to the County Commissioners, whose first knowl- 
edge of the proceeding to assess damages was a notice from the Clerk, 
on 17 April; that the counsel for Wittkowsky had moved for judgment | 
for $2,000 damages assessed by the jury. The Board of Township — 
Trustees*moved to dismiss the proceeding because prematurely brought. 
’ This motion was allowed, and Wittkowsky appealed. The Judge re- 
manded the proceedings to the Clerk, with directions to issue notice to 
- Township Trustees and County Commissioners of the application for 
appointment of a jury, which shall he composed of new men, none of 
whom have already acted in this case; that said jury when appointed 
shall procure from the Township Trustees a map of the land éon- 
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demned and shall appoint a time and place for assessment of damages, 
giving due notice of time and place to the Township Trustees and 
County Commissioners as well as to the petitioner, and after hearing all 
the parties and the evidence offered, make report of their assess- 
(249) ment of damages to the Clerk. Wittkowsky appealed. 


Brevard Nixon and J.D. McCall for appellant. | 
Burwell & Cansler and RB. S. Hutchinson for Township Trustees. 


Ciarxk, C. J. This was a proceeding under Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 
5, as amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2). The notice to Witt- 
kowsky that the strip of his land had been taken for public purposes 
was not the beginning of legal proceedings. The “taking” was under the | 
right of eminent domain and was not contested. The above-quoted 
section provided that any person aggrieved “may within six months 
after said change of road, or new road has been opened and completed, 
apply to the Clerk of the Superior Court, who shall appoint a jury to 
consist of five frecholders to assess the dagiapse”? This was the begin- 
ning of these proceedings, whose object was solely to assess damages. 

It is true that the statute does not in terms require that notice of the 
proceeding should be given to the Township Trustees and County Com- 
missioners, but that is required under the “law of the land”—that gen- 
eral law “which proceeds upon inquiry and renders judgment only after 
trial.” In Gamble v. McCrady, 75 N. C., 509, it was held that an as- 
sessment of damages was void for want of notice, though no notice was 
required by the statute under which those proceedings were had. That 
a notice must be given, as of right, is recognized. S. v. Jones, 139 N. - 
C., 618. 

The Clerk, on motion, dismissed the proceeding as premature— 
- doubtless on the ground that the statute provides that the land-owner | 
must institute this proceeding “within six months after said change of 
road or new road has been opened and completed.” But this, we think, 
means sumply that the proceeding to assess damages shall be begun 

“within,” « e. “not later than” six months after the road has 
(250) been changed or the new road has been opened and completed. 
It was error, therefore, to dismiss the proceeding. 


We think his Honor took the correct view in remanding the proceed- _ 


ing to the Clerk with directions to give notice to the Township Trustees 
and County Commissioners, that they may be represented when the 
jury of five men are selected and that said jury must give notice and 
hear all parties before assessment of damages. This: report will be sub- 
ject to action of the Clerk upon exceptions and an appeal therefrom. — 
The case being before the Judge on appeal, it was optional with him 
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to try-it or remand to the Clerk with instructions. Martin v. Briscoe, 
ante. As the notices, if given before the Judge, would have carried 
the case over to the next term, the course taken was preferable, espe- 
cially as the jury appointed by he Clerk will have a Denier opportunity 
to view the premises. 


Affirmed. 





7 : MORRISON v. MINING COMPANY. 
| (Filed 4 Decerhber, 1906). 


Parties—Right to Withdraw—Lien for Services—Attachment—Lien—Services 
of Agent—Special Contract—Quantum Meruit. 


1. Where an action for services rendered was brought by attachment 
and without personal service against parties who owned no interest 
in the land attached, but the real owners at their own request upon 
their verified petition were made parties defendant, the Court properly 
denied their motion, made at a subsequent term, to be allowed to 
withdraw from the case, especially as an allegation in the petition 
which constituted the basis of plaintiff's cause of action had been 
admitted by plaintiff in his reply. 

2. Plaintiff’s services, consisting in looking after mining property, pay- 
ing the taxes and listing it and keeping trespassers off, constitute no 
lien on the property which followed it into a purchaser’s hands, and 
where plaintiff had no personal claim against such purchaser, who ac- 
quired his interest after the suit had been commenced, the motion to 
nonsuit as to the latter should have been allowed. 

3. An attachment on land is void and constitutes no lien where the defend- 
ants named in the attachment had parted with their title before the 
attachment was issued. 

4. In an action to recovet the value of services rendered, whens it was ad- 
mitted that plaintiff was defendant’s agent in caring for his property, 
and there being proof of services performed and knowingly received, 
and of their value, the law implies a promise by defendant to pay a. 
fair and reasonable compensation therefor, and it was not necessary 
for plaintiff to allege or prove a special contract for the payment of 
his services. 


Action by W. H. Morrison, administrator of J. A. Seals, against 
New Haven and Wilkerson veneer Company and others, heard by 
Cooke, J., and a jury, at the August Term, 1906, of Burxx. 

This action was commenced by plaintiff to recover the value of his 
intestate’s service as a care-taker and agent in charge of mining prop- 
erty. The Court submitted the following issues: 

1. Was there any contract to pay the plaintiff’s 8 intestate, John Seals, 
for the taxes and his care of the land their value in excess of the value 
of the rents? Answer: Yes. 

2. If there was, how much, if any, are the defendants Ward and 
Epley indebted to plaintiff? “neter: $600. 


207 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143 





Morrison v. Minin Co. 

No other issues were tendered. By consent of plaintiff the Court re- 
duced the recovery to $250, and rendered judgment dgainst the defend- 
ants Kpley and Ward, to which ae excepted and apEeled 


No nse Gor the plaintiff. | 
John T.. Perkins for the defendant. 


(252) Brown, J. This action -was brought 23 February, 1904, by 
Gea and without personal service, against the New Haven 
~ and Wilkerson Mining Company and the New Haven and North Caro- 
lina Mining Company and George F. Newcombe. Prior to that date, on- 
99 June, 1898, the New Haven and North Carolina Mining Company 
had conveyed the lands attempted to be attached to George F. Newcombe 
by deed registered in Burke County, 19 July, 1898, and George F. New: 
combe had. duly conveyed the lands to Denslow, Ward & Company by 
deed registered 19 July, 1898. Denslow, Ward & Company, the regis- 
tered owners, were not made defendants in the attachment. Inasmuch 
ag the defendants named in the attachment owned no interest in the land 
attached, and the Court had acquired no jurisdiction by service of the 
summons, the case would have come to an end but for the interpleading 
of T. L. Epley and Fleetwood Ward. The latter was a member of 
Denslow, Ward & Company of New York, and the owner of half the 
land and mining property. The former, after commencement of the 
action, had purchased the other half fron EK. H. Denslow, the other 


member of the firm, by deed registered 11 January, 1905. For the pur-- ~ 


pose of defending cher title to this property, Epley and Ward, upon 
their verified petition in writing were made parties defendant at their 
own request at Decémber Term, 1905, of Burke Superior Court, and a_ 
nonsuit was entered as to fem F, "Neweombe: he having idiscla aed 
any interest in the property. 

At August Term, 1906, Messrs. ener and Perkins, - the attorneys 
who filed the joint petition to be made parties defendant on. behalf of 
Ward and Epley, asked to be allowed to withdraw the same, and ob- 


_ jected to the order making them defendants. We think his Honor very — 


_ properly disallowed the motion. Epley and Ward had come in of their _ 
own accord upon a joint, petition written and presented by their. 

(253) attorneys setting out their interest in the property and asking to 
be made defendants. Because they repented their act after- 
wards is no reason the Court should deny to plaintiff the benefit of their — 
presence in the suit. This is especially true in view of the allegations 
of the petition filed by them, which plaintiff had a right to take advan- 
tage of and to admit that particular allegation which constitutes the 
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basis of his cause of action, as plaintiff did in his replication. The | 
fourth and fifth sections of the petition read as follows: 

“4. That, as the said T. L. Epley and Fleetwood Ward are’ informed 
and believe, the said J. A. Seals, plaintiff in this cause, well knew prior 
to the bringing of this suit that said land had long since been conveyed 
by the said George F. Newcombe to the said Denslow, Ward & Com- 
pany. That they now have in their possession letters signed in the 
name, aud, as they believe, written by the hand of the said J. A. Seals, 
which letters are dated, one 17 November, 1898, and the other 2 April, 
1900, in which letters the said J. A. Seals reports and accounts to‘the 
said Denslow, Ward & Company concerning said land, which is therein 
referred to as; and acknowledged to be, the property of the said Dens- 
low, Ward & Company. 

a That they, the said T. L. Epley and Fleetwood Ward, are in- 
formed and believe that the said J. A. Seals was, during his lifetime 
and prior to the institution of this suit, paid in full for any and all 
services rendered to the owners of said land in caring for the same and 
on any and all other accounts; and that as they are informed and believe, 
the said J. A. Seals’ was at the time of the bringing of this suit, and his 
estate now is, justly indebted to the owners of said land for and on 
account of valuable timber cut, sold and removed by the said J. A. 
Seals, in great quantities therefrom, in the sum of at least several 
hundred dollars.” 

Tt is thus admitted that plaintiff's intestate, Seals, was the agent of 
the defendant Ward, as the care-taker in charge of the property, 
and the defendant Ward also set up a plea of payment in full (254) 
for all services rendered and a counter-claim for timber wrong- | 
fully removed and sold by Seals to the amount of several hundred dol- 
lars in excess of the services. It is true that, when the Court declined to 
allow them to withdraw from the case, the defendants’ filed another 
paper called an “intervention,” in which they ignore these allegations 
and admissions of the. first petition, but that did not have the effect to 
deprive plaintiff of their benefit. They had voluntarily become parties 
defendant, and did not occupy the position of mere intervenors for the 
sole purpose of dismissing the attachment. Besides, the defendant 
- Ward has judicially admitted by his attorneys that Seals was the agent 
of his firm in charge of the property. The complaint had been properly 
- amended and a reply to the answer filed, and it was eminently proper 

that Ward, at least, should have been continued as a defendant to the 
end that there should be a mutual accounting and settlement of the 
agency. 

_ At the close of the evidence beth defendants moved to nonsuit, and 
as to Epley we think the motion should have been allowed. - There is. 


143—14 | 209 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [148 
“Morrison v. Mrnine Co. 


. no evidence of any contract between him and Seals, and likewise noue 
that he knowingly accepted any service from Seals. On the contrary, 
he acquired his half of the property some time after the suit had been 
eommenced. Seals’ services constitute no lien on the land which fol- 
lowed it into Epley’s hands, and the attachment was void and constituted 
no lien because the defendants named in the attachment had parted with 
title some years before the attachment was issued. Epley, therefore, 
acquired a good title as to one-half of the property, and as Seals had no © 
persona] claim on him he is entitled to g0 without day. 

Ass to the defendant Ward,. the case is different. It is true, plaintiff 
acquires no hen on his half of the land by virtue of the attachment, but 

he has a personal judgment in an action to which of his own voli- 
(255) tion he is a defendant. The issues are framed with a view to 
present the controverted matters, not admitted by the pleadings, 
and to the form of them there was no exception, and no others were 
tendered. - 

The plaintiff offered evidence eddie to prove that his intestate, J. 
A. Seals, was engaged between 29 January, 1898, and the date of his 
death in the fall of 1904, in looking after this mining. property; that he 
received little rent from - that he paid the taxes and listed it and kept 
trespassers from entering and working the mines; and that his services 
were reasonably worth $175 to $200 per year. The defendants offered — 
_- evidence tending to prove not only that they knew Seals was caring 

- for the property, but that Seals was to care for 1t and pay the taxes on 

it for the rents, and that he was to receive no other compensation, and 
that he fedcived rents and proceeds’ oF timber in excess of the value of 
his services. 

The defendants offered evidence of a special contract as against 
plaintiff’s claim for a quantum merutt. The counsel for defendants are 
mistaken in urging that plaintiff alleges a special contract and, there- 
fore, cannot recover on his quantum merwit. Plaintiff alleges the 
agency, and it is admitted, but he does not either allege, admit or offer 
evidence of a special contract for the payment of his services. It is the 
defendant -who offers the evidence that, according to agreement, Seals. 
was to have no remuneration for his services and payment of taxes_ 
except the rents. It is not necessary that plaintiff allege or prove a 
special contract. The agency being admitted by defendant Ward, and 
- there being proof of the services performed and knowingly received, and. 
of their value, the law implies a promise to pay by defendant, but to 
be confined, as it was confined, to the years since paocogan Ward pur- | 
chased. 

‘Where services are performed iy one for another, either with or 
without the latter’s consent and knowledge, and he knowingly ac- 
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cepts and avails: himself of these services, the general rule is (256) 
that the law will imply a promise to pay a fair and reasonable 
compensation therefor.” 15 A. and E., 1083; Blount v. Guthrie, 99 
N.-C., 98; Bailey v. Rutjes, 86 N: C. BIT: Moffitt v. Glass, 117 N. C.., 
142 ; Dizon v. Graveley, 117 N.C.,, 84. 

We think his Honor’s charge followed the law as well settled and ap- 
plied it properly to the contentions of the parties. The exceptions to 
the evidence need not be discussed. They are mostly based upon the . 
erroneous idea that plaintifi should not be permitted to prove the value 
of the services rendered by the intestate because no special contract had 
been proven. 

The judgment against: defendant Ward is affirmed, and as to the de- 
fendant Epley it is ordered that he go without day. | 


Modified and Affirmed. 
Cited: Stephens v. Hicks, 156 N. C., 242. 
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HAY v. ASSOCIATION. 
(Filed 4 December, 1906.) ° 


Insurance—Right of Reinstatement—Reinsurance—Non-payment of Assess- 
ments—Waiver of Terms of Policy. 


1. Where a by-law of an assessment insurance company provided “that any 
member failing to pay his assessment within thirty days after notice 
mailed to him shall be dropped from the association and shall be required 
to pay a new mémbership fee in order to renew his insurance,” and the | 
insured, having failed to pay an assessment of which he had notice, was 
dropped, the company had the right to refuse to reinstate him after the 
lapse of three months after he had forfeited his policy and when his 
health had become hopelessly impaired. 

2. The fact that an assessment life insurance company, on some occasions, 
accepted payment by the insured of assessments after they should have 
peen paid, did not constitute a waiver of the terms of the policy nor 
amount to an agreement that premiums need not be paid promptly, 
especially where there was unreasonable delay and the health of the in- 
sured had become hopelessly apenas . 


— Acrton by Helen Hay against The People’s Mutual Benevo- 
lent Association of North Carolina, heard by Cooke, J., and a (257) 
jury, at the May Term, 1906, of Carawpa. From a judgment 
for the plaintiff the defendant appealed. | : 


Self & Whitener for the plaintiff. 
M. H. Yount and W. C. Feimster for the defendant. 


Crark, C.J. The jury find thatthe insured had notice of the yearly 
assessment upon his policy due 23 January, 1905; that he failed to pay 
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it; that his, wife, the beneficiary named in the policy and plaintiff 
herein, in the latter part of April or first part of May, 1905, made in- 
quiry of the secretary and treasurer of the defendant whether or not 
any assessments were due on the policy, and offered to pay the same if 
they were due, and to pay such other sum as might be necessary for the 
reinstatement of the policy, and that from 7 January, 1905, until his 
death 18 June, 1905, the insured was in such broken health as not to be 
able to attend to business part of the time. 

The plaintiff testified that her husband had a severe attack in No- 
vember, 1904, and from then on he was in failing health; that about 
first April he began to grow more feeble; that the last of March she 
came to Raleigh, whither her husband had come just before Christmas, 
and found him unable to attend to his business, so she took charge of 
all his mail matters, and the latter part of April or in the first part of 
May wrote the company, as found by the jury, asking if any assess- 
ments were due, and to be permitted to pay anything that was due. 
This offer was not accepted by the company. | 

The defendant is an assessment insurance company. The by-laws 
in force at.the time the policy was issued were put in evidence. Sec- 
tion 9 thereof reads as follows: “Any member failing to pay his one 

dollar yearly-assessment, or one dollar and fifteen cents on every — 
(258) death, within thirty days after notice mailed to’ him, shall be 

dr opped from the association, and shall be required to pay a new 
membership fee in order to renew his insurance.’ 

The insured having failed to pay his yearly assessment of 23 Janu- 
ary, of which he had notice, he was dropped by the terms of section 9. 
Did he, or his wife for him (he being, as she says, grown too feeble to 
attend to business), have the absolute right, without the consent of the 
company, to pay that and other unpaid dues, ninety days or more there- 
after, the last of April or first part of May, and reinstate him? We 
think not. Indeed, the terms of section 9 seem to contemplate not a 
‘reinstatement, but a reinsurance—“a new membership fee in order to 
renew his insurance.” If-‘so, a new contract was required, and the 
company did not enter into it.. The difference between reinsurance and 
reinstatement is pointed out, Lovick v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 93. | 

But if it be conceded even that section 9 provides for a reinshatenion, 
did the insured have a right to be reinstated after the lapse of more 
than three months after he had forfeited his policy, and when his health 
had become so impaired that he was unable to attend to his business and 
was practically a dying man—dying, indeed, on 18 June? The by-law, 
section 9, does not state the terms upon which a member who has for- 
feited | his policy could be reinstated, or reinsured, but certainly it re- 
quired the assent of the company as well as of the defaulting member, 
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unless an absolute right on certain specified terms had been stipulated 
for; nor could it be considered reasonable or seasonable that one in * 
such a state of health and after such delay should be entitled to resto- 
ration. Lane v. Ins. Co., ante. 

In Lovick v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 93, the policy, by its terms, gave the 
delinquent the opportunity for reinstatement upon certain conditions 
which the context showed meant reinstatement by payment of 
dues within a reasonable time after default. That decision, (259) 
_ besides, expressly excludes its own application to cases where 
reinsurance, not reinstatement, is stipulated for. 

It is true it is found in this case that prior to 1905 the defendant had, 
on some occasions, accepted payment by the insured of assessments after | 
the date at which they should have been paid. It is not found how 
often nor after how long a default these indulgences were granted. 
- But these were mere personal favors and cannot be construed into a 
standing waiver of the terms of the contract. They did not constitute 
a “course of. dealing” which amounted to an express agreement that 
premiums need not be paid promptly, as in McCraw v. Ins. Co., 78 N. 
C., 149. That was a: fire policy and there was no impaired health or 
inereased risk during delay of payment. It is against public policy © 
that such casual courtesies, extended to the insured when still in good 
health, should confer a right to dematid other indulgences (7hompson 
vo. Ins. Co., 104 U. S., 252; Lantz v. Ins. Co., 10 L. R. A., 577), more 
especially when, as here, thers 18 unreasonable delay and’ the health of 
the insured has become hopelessly impaired. 

It is always sad when one who has made payments on his policy de- 
prives his family of expected’ protection by failure to pay at a critical 


time. But insurance is a business proposition, and no company could — 


survive if the insured could default while in good health, but retain a 
right to pay up when impaired health gives warning. Te is a warning 
of which the company also has a right to take notice when asked to waive 
a forfeiture. It is the insured’s own fault when he does not make a pay- 
ment as he contracted. Assessment companies being operated upon the 
plan of requiring only the actual cost of insurance, there is no reserve 
which, in certain conditions, keeps a policy in force for a limited period 
in “old line” companies, notwithstanding a failure to meet the 
payment of a premium promptly. (260) 
Upon the issues found, the Court should have signed t the judg- 
- ment in favor of the defendant, which it tendered. 


Reversed. 


Cited: Bank v. Hay, ante, 336; Page v. Jumor Order, 153 N. C., 
409. : | 
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PETERSON v. RAILROAD. 
| (Filed 4 December, 1906). 
Raitroads—Permissive Licensees—Degree of dare Required—Wanton Injury. 


LA vatiroad company by carrying on its cars venders of fruits for sale to 
its passengers does not invite or induce the public to enter into them. at a 
station for the purpose of making purchases, and the fact that without 
objection on the part of the company persons usually went into the cars 
for the purpose of buying fruit cannot amount to more than a permissive 
license. 

2. Where the plaintiff went into the train ar a station for the Seies purpose of 
purchasing fruit without invitation or inducement, but simply by the si- 
lent. acquiescence of defendant’s agents, he was a mere permissive 
licensee, and took the risk incident to the movement of the train, and, 
in the absence of any wanton injury, the motion for nonsuit should have 
been allowed. 


Action by Moses Peterson against South and Western Railway Com- 

pany, heard by Cooke, J., and a jury, at the April Special Term, 1906, 
of MiTcHELL. 

Moses Peterson, on his own behalf, testifies: “I was at Bautane 2 in 
this county, 2 May, 1903. I went up on the train to that place and got ’ 
off about 12 o’clock; the train returning passed there about 5 or 6 on. : 
its way to Johnson City. -I live in Yancey County, and was about to 
start home on my wagon.when the train came on, but while it was 
stopped at station I went on the train to purchase some lemons. It 

was a mixed train, and I got on a freight car where the lemons 
(261) were. There was a door on each side. There were steps to the 
_ door and up which I went. ‘Moses Wilson and Van Adkins went 
on with me. There was a man in there standing in one corner and 
had lemons and some other fruit to sell. They were in,the rear end of 
the car. The car doors were about four feet wide. Both doors’ were 
open. I reached him a dollar and told him to give mé three lemons. 
He says, ‘The train is going to start in a minute.’ I says, ‘Well, hand 
me the dollar and I’ll get out of here.’ He handed me the dollar, and 
as he reached it to me it dropped on the floor. I stooped down to pick 
it up. The train started and gave a jerk and threw.me out of the door. 
I had picked up the dollar and was straightening up when the train 
gave the jerk. There was no signal given of the movement of the train 
either by the bell or whistle. It threw me five or six feet.to the door 
and out of the door on the ground. The door was nearly four feet 
from the ground, and I fell five or seven feet from the car on my left side 
and leg, and broke both bones in my left leg. I don’t know that it was 
the custom of the railroad company to sell lemons and other fruit from 
that car. It was the first time I had ever‘been there. I was not intoxi- 
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~ gated. J had only taken one drink that day; that was just before dinner. 
When the jerk came I was five or six feet’ from the door, towards the | 
back end. Adkins and Wilson were both out before I was thrown. 
When the man said ‘The train is about to start, they went out the other 
door from the one I was thrown out. The train had been delayed at the 
stop at that station for about half an hour on account of their screwing 
up some parts of the engine. I did not get out when the others got out 
because I wanted my dollar. It dropped on the‘floor. I can’t say 
whether the man dropped it.or I.” — ae 

‘Enoch Bennett testified: “I don’t know that the railroad company — 
kept fruit for sale in the car, but I know that somebody sold 
fruit in that car, for I have purchased it there myself, and I (262) 
have seen other people than passengers get things in there. | 
‘They would go in there and come out eating oranges or other things. I 
- was there for four months. ‘There was no alarm given of. the starting 
of the train that I know of.. I was near enough. to have heard it. It 
was the custom of the train at that point to give notice before starting, 
It started that day with a sudden jerk. There were two or three trains 
a day passing along there. I can’t. say whether the bell rang or the 
whistle sounded on 3 May, but was the common thing for them to do it. 
I don’t know whether the car had doors in the ends or not. I think 
Moses went in the side of the door.” 
J. R. Hughes testified: “It was the general custom that they sold 
fruit in them at the different stations. They sold oranges, lemons, and 
other fruits. They had been selling that way for two or three months. 
What I saw of people purchasing fruit was generally they went to the 
door and the fruit was handed out to them, but I had seen persons that I 
remember now go in the car and purchase the fruit. I saw it sold, be- 
sides Huntdale, at Poplar Station and Relief; the first once, the last . 
twice. Part of the time they would ring the bell or the conductor would 
throw up his hand and holler ‘All aboard.’ The train started out faster 
than I ever knew it to do before. I think I recollect that the conductor © 
was in such a position sometimes that he could have seen people who 
went in the car to purchase fruit.” ee 

Moses Wilson testified: “I went in car with plaintiff. He went in 

first. There were end doors to the car, and I went up the steps and in. 
at one of the end doors. When I got near the man who was selling the . 
fruit, he said, ‘The train is going to start.’ “Peterson says, ‘Hand me my 
‘dollar.’ I started to get off the car. I.went at once,and went through 
the front end door and down the steps. I was four or five steps from 
the end door. Directly I got off, the train started and seemed to- 
start sudden. I had just cleared the steps. It seemed: to be a (263). 
sudden jerk, a little more than common. It was for two or three 
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weeks the general custom for people to go in car to purchase fruits and. 
ginger-pop. I had bought these myself. Sometimes at the door; some- 
times, when I thought I had time, I would go inside. The selling of 
fruit from the car had been carried on in the previous summer, not so 
much in the winter months. They kept ginger-pop on ice in the summer. 
They did not keep ice there in winter. There are no side steps to the 
side doors. I had just passed in the car and gone some two or three 
steps when the man told me the train was going to start. The man said, 
‘The train is going to start in a minute, boys; get off,’ ” 

Plaintiff rests. Defendant moves for judgment of nonsuit. Refused, 
and defendant excepts. From a verdict and judgment for plaintiff, de- 


fendant appeals. 


No counsel for the plaintiff. ; 
J. Crawford Biggs for the defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: The plaintiff was neither a pas- 
senger nor an employee. He had no contractual relation with defend- 
ant, hence it owed him no contractual duty; nor did defendant owe him 
any duty in respect to its business as a carrier of passengers. The 
rights and duties of the parties are therefore not, in any degree, affected 
by the fact that defendant was employed in the business of a common 
carrier. | 

For the purpose of disposing of the exception presented upon the 
appeal, the car was the property and under the control of defendant, sub- 
ject to the same power of management as ihe premises of a private citi- 
zen. ‘Taken in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, he was upon the 
ear by virtue of a permissive license in the pursuit of his own business, 

with which defendant: had no connection or concern. It cannot 
(264) be successfully contended that, by carrying on its cars venders of 

fruit and confectionaries or newspapers for sale to its passengers, 
the company invites or induces the public to enter into them at stations 
for the purpose of making purchases. Besides being foreign to its legiti- 
mate business, to do so would seriously interfere with its power to dis- 
charge the duty imposed by law, to carry passengers with all tepsonaple 
dispatch and safety. 

Tt is not necessary to hold, nor dot we hold, that plaintiff was a tres- | 
‘passer, although we see no good reason why the defendant’s agents and 
employees may not have forbidden plaintiff to enter the car for the 
purpose of buying fruit, just as a private citizen may forbid any per- 
son to come upon his premises. His failure to do so is no more than a 
permissive license. If there be any evidence of an existing custom by 
which persons were in the habit of going into the car at stations for the 
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purpose of buying fruit, it is very slight. It is very doubtful whether, 
when analyzed, there is any evidence of such custom. One witness, who 
undertakes to so testify, says: “What I saw of people purchasing fruit 
vas, generally, they went to the door and the fruit was handed out to 
them; but I had seen persons, that [ remember now, go in the car and 
purchase fruit. At Huntdale once and Poplar Station twice.” Another 
witness says: “It was for two or three weeks the general custom for 
persons to go in the car and buy.” The plaintiff says that he had never 
heard of such a custom. Jt was the first time he was ever there. It 
would impose hard lines upon the owner of premises—and, in respect 
to the plaintiff, the defendant oceupies that position—if by permitting 
persons, in a few instances, to enter thereupon for their own purposes or 
convenience, a custom or usage should be established, imposing upon 
such owners the degree of care imposed in the case of invited guests or 
persons going in for the purpose of transacting business with the owners. 
Winder v. Blake, 49 N. C., 382; Penland v. Ingle, 1388 N. C., 

456; 12 Cye., 1028. (265) 

Discussing the question involved in this appeal, Boynton, J., in 
Rh. BR. v. Bingham, 29 Ohio St., 270, says: “It is therefore a right that — 
the public have to enter upon the premises of the company at points 
designed or designated for receiving passengers, and upon compliance 
with the rules governing the transportation of persons to be carried over 
its road to such points thereon as they may desire. The right of the 
public to enter is coextensive with the duty of the company to receive 
and carry. It, however, cannot be extended beyond this. Yor all pur- 
poses not connected with the operation of its road, the right of the com- 
pany to the exclusive usé and enjoyment of the corporate property 1s as 
perfect and absolute as that of an owner of real property not burdened 
with public or private easements or servitudes.” 

Conceding, however, that there was evidence sufficient to be sub- 
mitted to the jury, and that they found in accordance therewith, noth- 
ing more is shown than that, without objection on the part of defendant, 
. persons usually went into the cars for the purpose of buying fruit; it 
cannot, as matter of law, amount to more than a permissive license, and 
in respect to the duty imposed upon the owner to one thus entering, the 
rule is well settled. “A licensee who enters upon premises by permission 
only, without any enticement, allurement or inducement being held out 
+o him by the owner or occupant, cannot recover damages for in- 
juries caused by obstructions or pitfalls. He goes at his own risk and 
enjoys the license subject to its concomitant perils. * * ™ Here 
permission is neither inducement, allurement, nor enticement.” Putts, 
etc., Ratlroad v. Bingham, supra. 

In a case involving the same principle, Burbank v. Railroad, 42 La. 


217 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. | [148 
PETERSON v. R. R. 


Ann., 1156 G11. KB. A., | 120), MeBnery, J., says: “It is not stated 
in the petition, nor 1s there any evidence to show that the plaintiff was. 
| in the habit of going to the train to solicit custom for her board- 
(266) ing-house. * * * Her presence on the platform, and at the 

depot, was not for the purpose of transacting any business with 
the company * * *. or for any purpose for which the depot had 
been built. She was at the depot, it is true, by a general license form 
the company, in the absence of any express prohibition. It would not 
be practical for a railroad company * * * to designate particular — 
individuals who should be permitted to enter its depot. But there was 
‘no express or implied invitation to the plaintiff to go to the depot and 
on the platform. * * * There must. have been, on the part of the 
company, such gross and wanton negligence that 1t was equivalent to 
intentional mischief,” to make it liable. 

We had occasion to discuss the question regarding the measure of 
duty which defendant owed the plaintiff, as a mere permissive licensee, 
in Quantz v. Railroad, 137 N. C., 186, and find that the conclusion 
-yeached in that case is sustained by the ‘gadtional authorities cited by 
the learned counsel for defendant. 

Is there any evidence of a breach of duty or the ene of the de- 
gree of care imposed upon defendant not to wantonly injure plaintiff? 
The reason why it is negligent, in respect to passengers, to so manage 
the engine approaching or leaving a station as to suddenly jerk the cars, 
arises out of the duty of the engineer to know and keep in mind the faet 
that passengers and those who are entitled, by reason of relationship 
or otherwise, to accompany them, are usually in the act of going upon 
or leaving the car at stations. Nance v. R. B., 94 N. C., 619; Tillett 
v. &. R., 118 N. C., 10381; Denny v. BR. #., 182 N. C., 340. No such 
reason existed in respect to persons going upon the cars for purposes 
having no connection with the business of defendant as a carrier of 
passengers. The engineer cannot be presumed to know that persons 
are using the car for,other purposes than as passengers or employees. If 

he were required to. await the pleasure or convenience of all per- 

(267) sons who, from curiosity or other cause, were upon the cars, the | 

common complaint of belated trains, with all of the attendant 
inconvenience, damage and dangers to travelers, would increase more 
than tenfold. To require the company to keep guards at the doors of 
their cars to prevent persons going in for other than proper purposes 
would be impracticable. It is well known that the cars are for passen- 
gers, and that, save within the exceptions noticed, no one else is entitled, 
as of right, to. go into them. In many towns cad cities, ordinances are 
made prohibiting persons, having no business, from going upon cars. 
In the absence of such ordinances, the only reasonable and workable 
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rule is that which the law prescribes—in respect, to passengers the highest 


_, degree of care in the handling and movement of trains; in regard to 


mere permissive licensees, abstention from wanton injury. It is hardly 
possible to move a train of cars, especially a mixed train, as this one, 
without some jerk or jolt. Smith v. R. R., 99 N. C., O41. Petsons 
gaing upon them must take notice of the nincopsity of some jerk or jolt — 
when the train moves. Of course 1f the conductor or any one having 
control of the train had seen the plaintiff on the car he should have 
warned him that it was about to move. It is said, however, that no 
signal was given that the train was about to leave the station. More 
than one answer may be given to this suggestion; the defendant owed 
no duty to plaintiff to give a signal; again, the plaintiff was told that. 
the train would leave “in a minute.” He does not claim that he did not 
have time to get off; the fact is, that the other persons who went in 
with him did get off safely. The cause of his injury was that either 
he or the fruit vender dropped the coin, and plaintiff was trying to — 
recover it, thereby delaying his movement in leaving the car. Certainly 
the engineer could not be expected to know that some one was on the car 
buying lemons, that a coin had been dropped and that it would require 
some time to recover it; nor is there any evidence that any one 
connected with the ain knew that plaintiff was on thecar. The (268) 
fruit vender, who was on the same car, is not shown to have been 
jerked or jolted. The evidence that the jerk was any more severe than 
was proper or necessary in moving the train, as “made up,” was.very 
slight. 

The plaintiff when he went into the car, on his own business, without 
invitation or inducement or, as he says, any knowledge of any custom for 
persons to do so, but simply by the silent acquiescence of defendant’s 
_agents, took the risk incident to the movement of the train. 

In the absence of any evidence of breach of duty on the part of the - 
defendant, the motion for nonsuit should have been allowed. For re- 
_. fugal to do so the judgment must he reversed. Hollingsworth v. Sheld- 


ing, 142. N. C., 246. 


Reversed. : | , 
Cited: Bailey v. R. R., 149 N. C., 173; Muse v. R. R., Tb., 449: 


Fortune v. R. R., 150 N. C.,°698; Finch v. R. R., 151 N. C., 106; Mon- 
roe v. R. R., [b., 876. os : 3 
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TILLINGHAST v. COTTON MILLS. 
(Filed 4 December, 1906.) 


Pleadings—Counter-claim—Judgment by Default—Breach of Contract— 
Measure of Damages. 


1. The defendant was not entitled to judgment by default on his counterclaim 
where, pursuant to leave given by the Court, a formal denial was entered. 


2. Where the complaint alleged a contract of sale and a breach thereof, and 
the answer denied that it was an absolute sale and alleged by way of — 
counter-claim that the goods were shipped on consignment, and demanded 
‘an account, the plaintiff’s cause of action was in itself a direct denial of 
the counter-claim, and a judgment by default on the counter-claim before 
the issues in reference to the plaintiff’s cause of action were determined 
would have been irregular and improper. 


3. In an action for breach of a contract of sale of cotton yarns, the measure 
of damages is the difference between the contract price and market value 
at the time when and place where the goods should have been delivered 
by the terms of the contract. 


4, Where the plaintiff seeks to recover different and additional damages 
arising by reason of special circumstances, he is required to show that 
defendant, at the time the contract was entered into, had knowledge of 
these circumstances, and of a kind from which it could be fairly and 
reasonably inferred that the parties contemplated that they should be 
considered as: affecting the question of damages, 


5. Where there has been a breach of contract definite and entire, the injured 
party must do what fair and reasonable business prudence requires to 
save himself and reduce the damage; or the damage which arises from 
his own negiect will be considered too remote for recovery. 


(269) 

Action by Tillinghast- -Styles Beas against the Providence Cot- 
ton Mills for breach of contract, heard by Cooke, J., and a jury, at the 
May Term, 1906, of Carawsa. 

On the part of plaintiff there was allegation and evidence tending to 
show that on or about 5 June, 1905, defendant contracted to sell and 
deliver to plaintiff, f. 0. b. Providence, R. L., a quantity of cotton yarns | 
as follows: 


10,000 lbs. 24 28 regular warp twist skeins, at 1834¢. 
10,000 Ibs. 26 2s regular warp twist skeins, at 1914¢. 


That defendant delivered the 26 2s as per contract, save a lot of waste 
with this shipment, showing a default in the shipment of $10.50; but 
failed and refused to deliver the 10,000 pounds of 24, as agreed by ae 
of contract; that plaintiff had sold the order of yarn to other parties, 
and, by reason of defendant’s failure to supply same as per contract, 
plaintiff was forced to ge into the market and buy the same at the price 
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of 23¢.—at a loss of Ae. over the bargain price; and plaintiff there- 
upon ae ; | 


Damage of 4the, on 10,000 Ibs. 24.......... $423.00 


Waste on shipment 26..........0cc cece eee cere - 10.50 
Overdraft on same...........0005. Hehe iia e ata ~ 8.00 


Defendant denied any claim by reason of waste or overdraft; 
denied any increase in market price of this yarn; denied that, (270) 
plaintiff was forced to buy at an advance price of 23c. per pound, 
and by way of counter-claim alleged that the. 26 2s were shipped to 
plaintiff, not by way of absolute sale, but to be sold on commission; and 
that plaintiff had sold 26 at an advanced price, and defendant demanded 
the amount realized therefrom, over and above commissions and costs, 
as a counter-claim. : 

Plaintiff, by leave of Court,. at the next term entered a formal de- 
nial to this counter-claim, and defendant excepted. 

- On issues submitted and considered material to the questions involved _ 
in this appeal, the jury by their verdict have established : | | 


1. That the contract was one for an absolute sale.» 2. That the same 
was broken by defendant. 8. That the market price of yarns at the 
time of the breach was 22c. per lb., being 344c. over the bargain price. 
4. That the plaintiff had resold the yarn in reliance on this contract; 
and to make good their own sales was compelled to repurchase yarns at 
the price of 28c. per lb. 5. That defendant after breach had notice of 
these contracts of plaintiff and were given opportunity to deliver the — 
yarns before plaintiff bought at 23c., and after they received notice of 
the obligation ou plaintiff. 6. That the amount due pane by reason 
of waste and overdraft was $8.69. 

On the verdict, the Court gave judgment against defendant for: 


Damage at 414c. per lb., estimated at 23c., the 


amount plaintiff was compelled to pay....... . $425.00 
Amount for waste and overdraft......... ott we 8.69 
$433.69 


Defendant excepted and appealed. 


Hoxe, J., after stating the case: There is no merit in the +. 
exception of defendant to the refusal of the Judge below to enter (27 1) 
judgment by default on his counter-claim. In the first place, 

_ pursuant to leave given by the Court, a formal denial was entered, and 
the order allowing such denial was in the sound discretion of the Judge 


below. Revisal 1905, sec. 512. 
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gan: ihe plaintiff’s cause of action set out in the complaint was, 
in itself, a direct denial of the counter-claim. 

The complaint alleged a contract of sale and a breach thereof on the 
part of defendant. 

Defendant denied that this was an absolute sale: ad speaking to the 
same transaction, alleged, by way of pointerclai a: a consignment of 
- goods for sale and demanded an account. 

The one was in direct contradiction of the other, and a judgment 
by default on the counter-claim before the issues in reference to plain- 
tif’s cause of action were determined would have been irregular and | 
- improper. Phipps v. Wilson, 125 N. C., 106. : 
_ . This being the only relevant Scene oth there is, therefore, no vad 
objection shown to the verdict as'rendered by the jury. 

We think, however, that on this verdict the judgment against defend- 
ant should have been entered for $333.69, the difference between the 
contract price and market value at the time and place when the goods 
should have been delivered, adding the $8.69 found to be due by reason 
of default in another shipment. instead of $433.69, estimated on the dif- 
ference between the contract price and the amount plaintiff was com- 
pelled to pay for yarn in order to make good contracts of sale between 
him and other parties, and under the circumstances established by the 
verdict. 

In # osiery Co. v. Cotton Mills, 140 N. C., 454, we stated the rule to 

be “That on failure by the bargainor to deliver: goods having a 

-. (272) market value, the measure of damages is the difference between 

the contract. price and market value at the time when and place 

where the goods should have been delivered by the terms of the con- 

tract.” This follows from the principle, generally recognized and ac- . 

cepted, that damages for breach of contract are such as are the natural 

and: probable results of the breach according to the usual course of 
things, 

In goods ining a market value like these and saualy procurable, the 
probable loss occasioned by a breach of the contract in the ordinary. 
and usual course of things would be the sum required to buy other goods 
of like kind and at the market price. Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Exch., 
341; Lumber Co. v. Iron Works, 180 N. C:, 584% Critcher v. Porter Co., 
135, N. C., 542. 

If the platwett seeks to recover different and additional damages aris- 
ing by reason of special circumstances, he is required to show that de- 


. fendant had knowledge of these cirenmstances; and of a kind from 


which it could be fairly and reasonably inferred that the parties con- 
templated that they should be considered as affecting the question of 
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damages. Tiffany on Sales, 239; Wood’s Mayne on Damages, sec. 20; 
Lindley v. BR. #., 88 N.C., BAT ; Booth v. Mulling Co., 60 N. Y., 487. — 

It is not established by this ‘verdict, nor is it declared anywhere in 
this record, that the defendant at the time the contract was entered 
into had any knowledge of special sales made by plaintiff dependent on 
this contract, or otherwise. And if it be conceded that a general perusal 
of the pleadings and evidence would disclose-a general knowledge.on the 
part of defendant that plaintiff was buying the goods to sell again, here. 
too, in the absenee of special circumstances, the method of computing 
_ plaintiff’s profits or loss would be the difference between the contract . 
and market value; and any special price paid by plaintiff to cover 
against his own sales could only be considered: as evidence on the (273) 
question of market value. Lewis v. Rountree, 19 Na Cig 1225 
Marsh v. Patterson, 67 Conn., 473. 

On what principle should plaintiff be allowed to recover in this case 
on a basis of 23 cents per pound, when the easel value was 22 cents? 
If he paid this extra cent because of some “corner” of or on the market, 
such a price, paid by reason of.abnormal conditions, would not ordi- 
narily be the correct basis for determining the daviage: 

As said by Agnew, J., in Kountz v. Kurkpatrick, 72 Pa., 384: “Lt 
is the market value, and not necessarily the price paid, that should de- 
termine the amount.” The price paid being evidence on that ‘question. 
Marsh v. Patterson, supra. 3 

Or if plaintiff, after he was aware of a definite breach of contract, 
delayed and neglected to purchase against his own sales till there had 
been an additional rise of the market, an increase of damage on this 
account should not be allowed him. | 

It is an established principle that when there has been a breach of 
contract definite and entire, the injured party must do what fair and 
reasonable business prudence requires to save himself and reduce the 
damage, or the damage which arises ‘from his own neglect will be con- 
| sae too remote for recovery. 7 
As is said in Benjamin on Sales (7 Ed. ), p. 984: “In every case, the 
- buyer, to enable him to recover the full amount of dees must have 
acted throughout as a reasonable man of dunes and done all in his 
power to mitigate the loss.” a ee 

And in 1 Sedgwick Damages,. sec. 201: “The same principle which 
refuses to take into consideration any but the direct consequences of an 
illegal act is apphed to limit the damages where the plaintiff, by using 
reasonable precautions, could have reduced them.” And again, at sec. 
202: “It is frequently said that it is the duty of the plaintiff to 
reduce the damages as far as possible. I+ is more correct to say (274) 
_ that ky consequences which the plaintiff, acting as prudent men | 
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ordinarily do, can avoid, he is not legally damaged. Such consequences . 
can hardly be the correct or natural’ consequence, of the defendant’s 
wrong, since it is at the plaintiii’s option to suffer them. They are 
 yeally excluded from the recovery as remote. In this view the doctrine 
would rest on the intervention of the plaintiff’s will as an independent 
cause. Ad hoc he is not damaged by the Bocnoante act, but by his 
own negligence or indifference to consequences.” 

If, therefore, the plaintiff at the time of the breach of contract, in the © 
exercise of reasonable business prudence, could have saved himself this 
increase of damage by then making purchases against his own sales, he- 
should have done so, and the increased damage in¢ident to such failure 
will not be awarded against defendant. | 

We are not inadvertent to the finding that after the breach of con- 
tract the defendant had notice of plaintiff’s collateral sales in time to 
have shipped the goods, and saved this extra loss. This fact might be a_ 
relevant circumstance if the contract was in the course of performance, 
and the contract relation still subsisted. 

Such a suggestion was made by Bramly, Baron, in case of Gee v. 
R. R., 6 Exch., 211, referred to in Wood’s Mayne on Damages; and the 
prineiple may sree been applied in subsequent decisions; but no pean 
conditions exist in the present case. 

As heretofore suggested, the obligation of the contract had matured 
and the breach was absolute, causing an entire severance of the contract 
relations. 

Defendant has never, for an instant, changed his wend about the 
matter. He has maintained all along that the transaction was a con- 

signment of goods for sale, and that he had a right to terminate 

(275) the relation whenever he saw proper. The jury have determined. 

| this against him; but he has never requested any postponement 

or indulgence, or indicated in any way that he intended to comply with 
plaintifi’s demand. 

In such case the notice of special circumstances, required to fix a 
party with special and increased damage means notice given or knowl- 
edge had at the time the contract was entered into; and notice given 
after the contract was definitely and completely broken would not avail 
to enhance the damages. 

As said by Andrews, C. J., in delivering the opinion of the Court in 
Marsh v. Patterson et al., supra: “Notice to defendants after the con- 
tract was entered into would not increase their liability. If these sub- 
sales could not reasonably be considered to have been in contemplation 
of the parties at the time they made the contract, then the defendant 
could not be made responsible for special profits to be derived there- 
from.” : | 
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We are of opinion, therefore, and so hold, that on the facts established 
by the verdict, the correct rule for awarding the damages is the differ- 
ence between the contract price and market value as fixed by the jury, 
and, applying this rule, that the judgment should be meduce’ $100 | as of | 
the time when the same was first rendered. | 


Modified and Affirmed. | 


Cited: Bowen ». wo 146 N. C., 391; R&R. BR. v. R. BR. 147 N.C, 
(B84; Development Co. v. R. R., Ib., 508; Harvey v. Rh. R., 153 N. C., 
«BT, | | 





- (276) 
YORK v. WESTALL. : 


(Filed 11 December, 1906). 


COMA Omse and  Settlement—Validity—Consideration—Statute of Frauds— 
Standing Timber-—Pleadings—Mutual Mistake. 


1. An agreement made in good faith to compromise and settle disputed mat- 
ters is valid and binding, and will be sustained as not only based upon 
a sufficient consideration, but upon the highest consideration of public 
policy as well; and this, too, without any special regard to the special 
merits of the controversy Or pee character or validity of the claims of 
the respective parties. 


2, A contract, by which the defendant agreed to withdraw all claim to stand- _ | 


ing trees and to abandon all interest he acquired under an extension by 
parol of a written contract with plaintiff’s grantor to cut timber, and 
the plaintiff, in consideration thereof, agreed to waive or release all 
claim for damages for the trespass alleged to have been committed by 
the defendant, is enforcible and is not within the statute of frauds. 

3. The averments in the answer that “when the plaintiff purchased the land 
from W. and received the deed therefor he was notified by W. that the 
defendant was the owner of the merchantable timber trees then on the 
land, and that the time for cutting and removing the same had been 

extended for one year after the date of the expiration of their former 
contract, and that W. intended to insert the said agreement for an ex- 
tension in the deed to plaintiff, but omitted to do so by the mistake and 
inadvertence of the draftsman of the deed,” are not sufficient to show 

‘ any such mutual mistake of the parties to the deed as would anduce a 
court of ae to correct it. 


 AcTION by W. H. York against W. H. Westall, heard by 0. ZH. Aten. 

J., and a jury, at the June Term, 1906, of Burxs. 

_ This action was brought to recover commaees fora trespass committed 
in entering upon the lands of the plaintiff and cutting and removing 

timber trees therefrom. The land formerly belonged to R. L. Wilson, 

who entered into a written contract with the defendant Westall’- 

and others on 24 March, 1903, whereby he agreed to sell to them (277). 

for $126 all the merchantable pine, poplar and oak timber trees 

on the said tract of land, to be cut and removed therefrom within two ) 
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years from that date. The plaintiff bought the land from Wilson and it 
was conveyed to him by deed dated 19 October, 1904. , He alleges in his 
complaint that the defendants failed to cut and remove the timber 
within the two years allowed to them for that purpose in the contract, 
but that they unlawfully entered upon the land after the expiration of 
that time and cut and removed from the premises many valuable trees, 
amounting to about 3,000 saw-logs, though claiming the right to do so . 
under their contract with Wilson, to the plaintiff's damage five hun- 
dred dollars. 
- The defendant avers, in his answer, that when the plaintiff purchased : 
the land from Wilson and received the deed therefor he was notified by 
Wilson that the defendants were the owners of the merchantable pine, 
poplar and oak timber trees then on the land, and that the time for cut- 
ting and removing the same had been extended from 24 March, 1905, 
the date of the expiration of their former contract, for one year after 
that date, and that Wilson intended to insert the said agreement for an 
extension in the deed to York, but omitted to do so by the mistake and 
inadvertence of the draftsman of the deed, and that the trees which the 
defendants were entitled to cut and remove were not considered by Wil- 
son and York in fixing the purchase-price of the land; that afterwards, 
on 13 December, 1905, the plaintiff and the defendants came to an un- 
derstanding and agreement with each other in regard to the conitro- 
-versy between them about the trees, and it was then agreed that defend-_ 
ants should have all of the saw-logs that had been cut on the premises. 
prior to 18 December, 1905, and that the plaintiff should have all of 
the merchantable pine, poplar and oak timber trees still stand- 
(27 8). ing, which would yield, by estimation, about 50,000 feet of lum- 
aoe and it was further agreed in sone deration: thereof that the 
defendants would no longer insist upon the right to cut the timber 
trees still remaining on the land and that plaintiff would make no 
claim on account of the trees which had already been cut, or the saw- 
logs which had been removed from the premises after 24 March, «1905. 
That the defendant has not, since said agreement was made with the 
plaintiff, ent any timber trees on the land or removed any saw-logs 
therefrom. That the trees and saw-logs, for the cutting and conversion 
of which this action was brought, are the same described in that. agree- 
ment and which the defendants had theretofore removed from the land, 
and that this suit was brought in violation of the express promise of the. 
plaintiff not to hold the defendant liable for the cutting and removal 
- of the same. 
Among others, the defendants tendered the following issue: “Did 
the plaintiff release and discharge the defendant from Habe as alleged 
in the answer?” 
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The Court refused to submit the issue, and the defendants excepted, © 
as they did to the issues submitted by the Court, which, with the answers 
thereto, were as follows: 

sl What was the value of the timber trees cut add removed by tig 
_ defendant W. H. Westall from the land which is described in paragraph 

‘one of complaint after 24 March, 1905% Answer: $150. 

2. What damage, if any, was done to said land by the defendant in 
cutting and removing timber trees from the same after 24 March, 
1905% Answer: $25. 

Judgment was given for the plaintiff eon: the verdict, and the 
defendant appealed. 


Avery & Ervin for the plaintiff. 
Self & Whitener and 8. J. Ervin for the defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: .We are unable to per- 
celve why the. issue which was tendered by the defendants was (279) 
not a proper one. It was directly raised by the answer of the 
defendant Westall, the only one of the two defendants named in the 
summons who was served. The case was prosecuted against him alone. 

The rule is established that an agreement.to compromise and settle 
_ disputed matters is valid and binding. The law favors the avoidance or 
adjustment of litigation, and a compromise made in good faith for such 
a purpose will be sustained as not only based upon a suflicient considera- 
tlon but upon the highest consideration of public policy as well, and 
this, too, without any special regard to the special merits of the con- 
troversy or the character or validity of the claims of the respective 
parties. ‘The real consideration which each party receives, in contem- — 
plation of law, under the settlement, 1s not to be found so much in the 
mutual sacrifice of any rights, as in the bare fact that they have settled 
their dispute, which is considered to be of interest and value to each one 
of them. 8 Cyc., 505, et seq. They give and take, so to speak, not 
knowing precisely what will be the outcome if they should bring their 
controversy to the test .of the law and subject it to the uncertainties of 
litigation. Under such circumstances, there is no good reason why the 
mutual-concessions of the parties, resulting j in a settlement of their dis- 
pute, should not be upheld. | 

In discussing the law of contracts, with reference to the consideration 
sufficient to support them, Mr. Parsons says that the prevention of. liti- 
gation is a valid and adequate consideration, for the law favors the set- 
tlement of disputes, and on this ground a mutual compromise is sus- 
tained. It is not only a sufficient, but a highly favored consideration, 
and no investigation into the character or relative value of the different 
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rt involved will.be ete into for the purpose of setting 
(280) aside a compromise, if, of course, the parties are engaged in a 
lawful transaction, it bane enough if the parties to the agree- 
ment thought at the time that there was a question between them—an 
actual controversy-——without regard to what may afterwards turn out to — 
have been an equality of consideration. 1 Parsons. on Contraet (5 
603 in ‘Barnawell v. Threadgill, 56 N. C., 58, this Court, by Battle, J., 
citing Leonard v. Leonard, 2 Ball. & Best, 17 8, and quoting the words 
of Lord Chancellor Mannérs, says: “In the case of a compromise as 
distinguished from a release, both parties are ignorant of their rights, 
and the agreement is founded on that ignorance, and the party surren- 
- dering may, in truth, have nothing to surrender; and whether the un- 
certainty rests upon a doubt in point of fact or a doubt in point of law, 
if both parties are in the same ignorance, the fairness of the compro-_ 
mise cannot be affected by a subsequent investigation and result.” And 
in Williams v. Alexander, 39 N. C., 209, the Court thus refers to the . 
subject: “While the title is thus in contestation, or while he (the de-: 
fendant) is claiming them as his property, and the plaintiff holding 
them as hers, they agree, in order to put an end to the dispute, to divide 
the property. The compromise of a doubtful right, fairly entered into, 
with due deliberation, will be sustained in a court of equity. It is - 
reasonable and proper it should’ be so; parties must be at liberty to 
settle their own controversies by dividing the property in controversy, 
and public policy upholds the right.” Mayo v. Gardner, 49 N. C., 359, 
is also directly in point on this phase of the question, and the Court 
there mentions with approval the statement of the law as contained in 
- Parsons on Contracts, supra. 
It was said on the argument, that the ruling of the Court below was 
- based upon the idea that there was no consideration to support the agree- 
ment, and for that reason we have discussed the proposition at some 
length. Analogous cases are Matthis v. Bryson, 49 N. C., 508; 
(281) Findly v. Ray, 50 N. C., 125; In re ine, 21 Eng. Law aad | 
Eq., 199. 
The defendant agreed to withdraw all Ae to the Manone trees 
and to abandon all interest he acquired under the contract with Wilson, 
and the plaintiff, on his part, in consideration thereof, agreed to waive 
or release all claim for damages for the trespass alleged to have been 
committed by the defendant. This was the contract, as we understand 
it to have been made, and we do not see why it is not enforcible, or why 
_ the plaintiff should be allowed to repudiate it and recover damages con- 
trary to his solemn agreement. 
The plaintiff’s counsel, however, contended: that the agreement was 
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void under the statute of frauds. It may now be considered as settled, 
in this State at least, that a contract for the sale of standing timber is 
within the statute of frauds. Brittain v. McKay, 28 N. C., 265; Mezell — 
- , Burnett, 49 N. C., 249; Moring v. Ward, 50 N. C., 272; . Flynd v. Con- 
. rad, 61 N. C., 190; Green ». fh. &., 73 N. C., 524; Mizell v, Ruffin, 113 
N-. Oy 21% Drake ’. Howell, 133 N. C., 162; Huilens v. Lumber Co., 
139 N. Os 160 , and Ives v. BR. R., 142 N. CG, 131, But this is in no sense 
a contract for the sale or conveyance of land or any interest therein, but 
an agreement for the adjustment of differences between the parties 
where, under the circumstances, no deed from the defendant to the 
plaintiff was necessary to consummate the arrangement. The plaintiff 
had only a claim for damages and the defendant Westall had acquired 
the right to cut the timber during the extended period by parol, and we 
- do not see why he could not relinquish it in the same way. This agree- 
ment between him and Wilson did not operate to pass any interest or 
estate in the trees, as it was not in writing, but it did have the legal. 
effect to confer upon the defendant a license or DEVE to enter upon 
the land and cut the remaining timber. 
- This very question arose in Green v. Rf. R., 73 N. C., 524, ee the | 
same kind of contract was made orally peeweon the perc: and 
the Court, after holding that while it could not be enforced spe- (282) 
cifically as an executory agreement, not having been reduced to : 
writing, decided that “the contract amounted to a license to the de- 
fendant, from the plaintiff, to enter his land and cut and cord wood. 
As soon as the wood was cut 1t became personal property, and it matters 
not whether the plaintiff himself cut and corded the wood he sold to the 
defendant, or whether, under the contract, he used the labor of the de- 
fendant to cut-and cord it.” See Ives v. RB. R., 142 N. C., 181. | 
It may be that the defendant intended to assert an equitable estoppel 
as against Wilson and the plaintiff, upon the ground that Wilson had 
agreed before the two years expired, and when the defendant, perhaps, 
still had time to cut the trees then standing on the land, that he would 
extend the time for cutting them one year longer, and that defendant, 
relying upon the agreement, refrained from cutting during the remain- 
ing portion of the two years, and that the plaintiff York, at the time he 
purchased the land, had actual notice of this agreement aa consented to 
abide by it, and that; in consideration of his said consent and promise 
so to do, he was allowed a reduction in the price asked for the land. 
Whether: this constitutes a good equitable estoppel and will render the 
license to enter upon the land and cut the trees irrevocable or will estop 


Wilson, and his assignee York, from pleading the statute of frauds, if ° | 


any interest or estate in the standing trees passed to the defendant, and 
that statute apples, is a question we need not decide, as we do not think 
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it is sufficiently raised by the pleadings, nor have we formed an opinion 
in regard to it. We leave it open for future consideration should it 


arise. | 
We do not think the defendant has pleaded any matter which entitles 


him to reform the deed of Wilson to the plaintiff York. The averments 


| of the answer are not sufficient to show any such mutual mistake 
(283) of the parties to the deed as would induce a court of equity to 


correct it. Whether such an equity exists in favor of the defend-— 


ant, he not being a party to the deed,‘or whether he can avail himself 
of the facts out of which the supposed equity is said to have arisen, as an 
equitable defense to this action, are also questions not before us, although 
discussed on the argument. 

There was error in the ruling of the Court by which the issue was 
rejected, and for this a new trial is awarded as to all the issues in the 
case. 


New Trial. 





BIRD vy. LEATHER COMPANY. 
(Filed 11th December, 1906). 


Master and Servant—Fellow-Servant Act—M anufacturing Plani—Negligence— 
Contributory Negligence—Question for Jury—EHvidence. 


u ER The Fellow-servant Act applies to a corporation chiefly engaged in manu- 
facturing, which, in connection with and in aid of its primary purpose, 
owns and operates a railroad having its own engines, cars, crews, etc. 


2, Where the testimony shows that plaintiff, a foreman of a force unloading 
cars, engaged in the performance of his duty, was injured because some 
cars, which had been stopped on an incline thirty steps away, com- 
meneced to move without warning to plaintiff and, rolling down the in- 
cline, struck the car on which plaintiff was standing doing his work, 
and caused the injury, the Court properly submitted the case to the 
.jury, it being the duty of the engine crew to place and securely scotch 


the cars on the incline, there to remain until moved by plaintiff’s order. 


3. Direct evidence of negligence is not required, but the same may be inferred 
from acts and attendant circumstances, and if the facts proved establish 
the more reasonable probability that the defendant has been, guilty 
of actionable negligence, the case cannot be withdrawn from the jury, 
though the possibility of accident may arise on the evidence. 


4. When a thing which causes injury is shown to be under the manage- 
ment of the defendant, and the accident is such as in the ordinary 
course of things does not happen, if those who have the manage- 
ment use the proper care, it affords reasonable evidence, in the absence 


of explanation by the defendant, that the accident arose ‘from a want - 


of care. 
5. Where the plaintiff. testified that he was. applying the brakes in tne 


customary and usual way when he was injured by a collision with . 


ears that rolled unexpectedly down an incline, and being stationed 
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between two cars loaded with bark, it is not likely he could have noted 
the approach of the cars, and the evidence shows that he had not 
noted their approach, the Court property declined to hold as a matter 
of law that plaintiff was guilty. of contributory negligence. 

| | (284) 


Action by V. W. Bird against U. 8. Leather Company, heard 
by Cooke, J., and a jury, at the September Term, 1906, of McDoweE x. 

There was evidence tending to show that defendant was a corpora- 
tion engaged inthe business of manufacturing leather and extracting 
tannic acid, and also owned and operated about ten miles of steam rail- 

way, standard gauge, in and about their plant at Old ao N. C. , having 
their own engines, cars, crews, etc. 

That plaintiff, an caplowe of defendant company, and foreman of a 
lot of hands engaged in unloading cars of defendant, on or about 20 
December, 1904, was injured under the following circumstances: 

The defendant had a railway track laid on their grounds at Old Fort, 
‘running from the bark shed to the chipper-house; here, the cars entered 
the chipper-house shed, were moved along the track opposite the chipper 
machines placed at intervals, and unloaded. This track, as 1¢ ap- 
proached the chipper-house shed, was on a downward incline, and the 
' method pursued here was for the engine and crew of defendant com- 
pany to push the loaded cars to a point near the chipper-house shed, 
where they were stopped and left by this crew and scotched or 
held by brake till the chipper-house crew was ready to unload (285) 

them. 

That the engines were not allowed under the shed, but when the cars 
were to be unloaded, plaintiff and his gang pushed them along under the 
chipper-house shed, unloaded the cars, moving them along the track 
when this was done to the further end of the shed, where they were 
taken by the switching engines and carried away. 

On this occasion, plaintiff and his hands were engaged in unloading 
ears under the shed and were moving the cars along the track so:as to 
put them in position for unloading, and in the performance of his duty 
plaintiff got on the cars to apply the brakes and stop them at the proper 
point. That plaintiff had one foot on one car and one on the other 
when applying the brakes, and that plaintiff was following the custom- 
ary way of using the brakes in cars of that kind. That these cars were 
of different heights, one being a Southern Railway car, 12 to 14 inches 
higher than the other, coupled by a goose-neck. If they had been of the 
same height, he could have placed his feet on the body of each car and 
probably have escaped an injury. That while plaintiff was in this posi-_ 
. tion, in the act of applying the brakes, several other tannery cars, which 
had been left on the track by the engine crew some thirty steps away, 
moved from their position and rolled down the incline, striking the cat 
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on which plaintiff was s standing, Sauelng a | eollision and 1 doing plaintis 
- severe injury. 

. Plaintiff testified that he had given no. orders to any of his men to 
move the cars which were on the incline. 

Testifying as to the duties concerning them, plaintiff stated on exami- 
nation: “I don’t know who put the brakes on those tannery cars (those 
on the incline). The engine gang did that. It was their duty to bring 
the cars there and stop them on the incline; and it was the. duty of my 
force to bring them down when we were ready. tounload them.”  - 

J. CO. Moore, witness for plaintiff, testified: “We were moving 
(286) the cars into pints when plaintiff jumped up on it to put the 
| brakes on and stop them at the proper point. I was pushing it 
down, and about a second after Byrd got up, the tannery company’s car 
‘hit me on the pace: I looked round. and saw plaintiff's foot caught 
‘between the cars.’ 

The three ordinary issues in actions fer negligence were submitted : 
. 1, Negligence of defendant. 2. Contributory negligence of plaintiit, , 
3. Damage. 

Verdict and judgment for plaintify, and defendant excepts re 
- the Court declined to charge, as requested, that on the entire-evidence, if. 
believed, the jury should answer the first issue “N as and the second 
issue “Yes.” 


H ane & Watson and Frank Carter for the plaintiff. 
i. J. Justice for the defendant. 


Hoxr, J., after stating the case: The Court is of opinion that 
neither objection assigned for error by defendant can be sustained. ) 
- The facts show that, defendant, a corporation chiefly engaged in the 
manufacture of leather and extraction of tannic acid, in connection with 
and in aid of its primary purpose, owns and operates a railroad, having 
its own engines, cars, crews, etc.; and im such case, the Court has held 


_ that the act known as the Fellow-servant Act, chapter 56, Private Laws 


1897, applies, and will affect the right of litigants for actionable negli- 
gence occurring in that department or portion of their work. Hemphill 
a Lumber Co., 141 N. C., 487. . This being true, the Judge below could 
not have properly charged, as requested, that there was no evidence to. 
go to the jury on the first issue. 
The testimony in the case shows that plaintiff, engaged in the perform- 
ance of his duty, was injured because some cars, stopped on an incline 
thirty steps away, commenced to move, and, rolling down an in- 
(287) cline, struck the car on which plaintiff was standing doing his 
: work: and caused the injury. These cars were placed there by 
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the engine crew, and ‘should have been seonel stopped by brake or 
scotched on the incline to remain till they were.moved into the yard by 
plaintiff’s force. ; 

He had given no order for moving these cars, end to move ‘ean upon 
him without warning at the time, and engaged as plaintiff then was, was 
very likely to cause injury to some one; and the injury resulted. 

There is no explanation given by direct evidence as to the starting of 
the cars, but it can hardly be explained without imputing negligence to 
some of the defendant’s employees. Certainly, the great probability is 
either that the engine crew, whose duty it was to place and scotch these 
cars, had not done their work properly, or some one of the, force, without 
direction and without the exercise of proper care, had started the Cars 
at this inopportune time. 

In either case, the plaintiff was entitled to nave the question go to the 
jury. 

In Fitzgerald v. f. f., 141 N. C., 530, the one has held: “Under 
the Fellow-servant Act, which operates on all employees of railroad com- 
panies, whether in superior, equal, or subordinate positions, if the plain- 
tiff, a hostler of the defendant, was injured as the proximate cause of 
the negligence of his helpers in shoveling coal from a car into a tender, 
the defendant is responsible. Direct evidence of negligence is not. re- 
quired, but the same may be inferred from acts and attendant circum- 
stances, and if the facts proved establish the more reasonable probability 
that the defendant has been guilty of actionable negligence, the case 
cannot be withdrawn from the jury, though the possibility of accident 
may arise on the evidence. When a thing which causes injury is shown 
to be under the management of the defendant, and the accident is such 
as in the ordinary course of things does not happen, if those who 
have the management use the proper care, it affords reasonable (288) 
evidence, In the absence of explanation by the defendant, that the — 
accident arose from a want of care.’ 

_ Applying these principles to the facts disclosed, there was no error in © 
refusing the request of defendant on the first issue. 

On the second issue, the Court is of opinion that there is very little © 
evidence that tends to show contributory negligence, and certainly none | 
that would justify the charge requested by defendant. 

The plaintiff testified that he was applying the brakes in the custom- 
ary and usual way when he was injured by a collision with these cars 
that had rolled unexpectedly down the incline. Stationed between two 
cars loaded with bark, it is not likely he could have noted the approach 
of the other cars, and: the evidence shows clearly that he did-not note 
their approach. So far as appears, he was in the customary position 

to do the work, and he had taken the best one that was open tohim. He 
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was not injured at all by reason of the position he had taken as affected — 
by the condition and action of the cars or hands where he was then 
working; and he was not, under the circumstances of this case, required 
to anticipate a negligent act on the part of the engine crew or his own 
co- -employees. Beach on Contributory Negligence, sec. 38. ; 

The case is not unlike Hudson v. Rk. £., 142 N. C., 198, and the Court 
is of opinion that there is no error shown which gives defendant any just 
ground of complaint. 


No Error. 


Cited: Hairston v. Leather Co., post, 518; Stewart v. Lumber Co., 
146 N. C., 49, Dermid v. BR. B., 148 N. C., 190; Blackburn v. Lumber 
Co., 152 N. C., 363; Skipper v. Lumber Co., 158 N. C., 324. 





(289) | 
PARKS v.. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 11th December, 1906). 


Railroads—Right-of-Way—Acquisition by Occupation—Rights Acquired—Sur- 
face Water—Drains—Permanent Damages—Issues. . 


1. The defendant, by entering upon and occupying plaintiffs land for railroad 
purposes, acquired, at the end of two years from the construction of 
the road, an easement permitting it to use one ‘hundred feet from the 
center on either side for railroad purposes, to the same extent as if con- 
demned, which includes the right to construct the road-bed and to carry 
from it by the use of drains, carefully constructed, the surface water 
accumulating on the right-of-way. 


2. In exercising this right, care must be taken to avoid, by the use of all 
. reasonable means, all Pec ee ea. damage to the lands over which it 
has a right-of-way. 


3. In an action for damages for the negligent construction of a dain by a 
railroad, the issues should be so framed that the plaintiff recovers dam- 
ages up to the time of the trial, not exceeding five years, and for the 
permanent easement which is acquired by the payment of the jude- 
ment. 


Action by C. L. Parks against Southern Railway Company, heard 
by Councill, J., and a jury, at the June Special, Term, 1906, of Winxss. 

This action was brought for the recovery of damages alleged ‘to have 
been sustained by the negligent-construction of a drain or culvert, called 
in the pleadings and testimony a “trunk,” under defendant’s road-bed, 
whereby the plaintiff’s land is washed, overflowed and injured. The 
pleadings and undisputed testimony show that plaintiff was at the time 
of the construction of the railroad and has at all times since been the 
owner of a tract of Jand containing ninety acres, on one side of which is 
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a hill ana the other side lying on the north bank of the Yadkin River. 
That some sixteen years ago the Northwestern North Carolina: 
Railroad Company entered upon said land and constructed its (290) | 
road-bed and track through’ said land. No right of way was ; 
granted or condemned over the land nor has any proceeding for con- 
demnation or compensation been instituted by the plaintiff. The said 
railroad is now the property of defendant corporation. 

The plaintiff describes the manner in which his land is affected by 
the construction of the road as follows: “The land lying north of the | 
railroad is upland and a large hill€ide, eight acres in all, which drains 
through to this trunk; all open land. My land on the south side of the . 
railroad is lower than on the north side. The point where the trunk 
runs is 150 yards from the river. When it rains the water accumulates 
from the land above and runs down and on through the trunk, taking 
earth, and when the water gets below the trunk it spreads out over the 
land and distributes the dirt, ete. There is no other way for the water 
' to go except through this trunk. Some two hundred yards from the 
trunk is a branch which passes under the track of the road. The branch 
is lower than the trunk, * * * The water accumulates in the side 
ditches of the railroad as it flows down from the hill above and is thereby 
carried to the trunk, and the water goes through the trunk and spreads 
out over my land.. * * * When the road was first built there was 
a wooden trunk through which the water flowed, and this rotted out, and | 
another and larger one of pipe was put in. The water goes through 
this pipe with greater force than formerly. * * * ‘There is no more 
water that goes on this land through the trunk than would have gone 
. over it if there had been no railroad. The only difference is that, 
instead of spreading out over the entire six acres, it is collected in the 
side ditches of the road and then cast in a body through the trunk. The 
drainway is about the lowest point and is a place where the water would 
naturally flow to.” 

Bud Parks, the ome: of plaintiff, says that he knows the _ 
land; that 1¢ is hill: land, north of the road, several acres of it. (291) 
Some of it is pasture land. The natural flow of the water from | 
the north hill land would be to and over the land lying to the south. It 
would be distributed but for the railroad. The water is collected in the 
side ditches and as collected goes through the trunk. _ 

The testimony in regard to the damage is very conflicting. His Honor 
‘submitted the following issue: “Did defendant damage plaintifi’s land 
as alleged in the complaint?’ There was an issue directed to the 
amount of the damage. | ; 

The defendant requested his Honor to instruct the jury that upon 
all the evidence they should answer the issue “No.” This was de- 
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clined, aad defendant omen His ones instructed the jury upon 
the first i issue that although no more water went on plaintifi’s land since | 
the construction of the road than before, still if it so constructed its road 
as to permit the water passing along the natural drainage and flow, but 
so as to collect in its side ditches the water coming from the svatersehed 
above, and which would have naturally flowed upon the six acres of land, 
and conveyed this water in its side ditches to the trunk, and it there 
became concentrated and permitted to go through the trunk onto plain- 
tiff’s land, and carry with it dirt and other matter, such water and dirt 
and. other matter being distributedeover plaintifi’s land, defendant hav- 
- ing furnished no sufficient and proper drain beyond the trunk to take 
‘water away, and on to the river at lower part of plaintifi’s land, then 

the jury would answer the first issue “Yes,” if they find that thereby 
plaintiti’s land was damaged. To which defendant excepted. 7 
There was judgment upon the verdict, and defendant appealed. 


Finler y & endren for the plaintiff. 
Manly & Hendren for the defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: ‘The plaintiff’s land forms 
(292) a water-shed to the Yadkin River. . Prior to the construction of 
the railroad the water found its way down the hillside, spreading 
over the bottom-land and either percolated through the soil or passed 
over the surface into the river. Jt was necessary in the construction of 
the railroad to make a road-bed of the usual width, which operated as. 
a barrier, or dam, to the natural flow of the water. Coming down the 
hill, unless carried off by side ditches, the water percolated through | 
the road bed, endangering the solidity of the track. To avoid this dan- 
ger, the company cut a side ditch, into which the water flowed, finding 
its way to the lowest point along the north side-of the road-bed. At this 
point it ponded, rendering it necessary to provide an outlet to the river. 
For this purpose the company, ‘at the time of constructing the road, put 
in the road-bed, under the track, a wooden trunk or drain. This was 
done some sixteen years ago. During the year 1899, as alleged.in the 
complaint, this drain was enlarged and a pipe inserted through the road- 
bed. This pipe was, we assume, no longer than the width of the road- 
bed at its base, thus throwing the water from its mouth onto plaintiff’s 
lower lands. It does not appear whether the wash was on the right of 
way or beyond it. We assume that it was on the plaintiff’s land over 
_ which defendant had acquired an easement, by virtue of the provision of 
its charter, after two years from the construction of the road. The 
water jane through the culvert was surface, or such as fell, when it 
rained, upon the water-shed above the track. There is no evidence that 
- the company diverted any water from a natural water-course. 
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It is conceded that the defendant has not increased the flow of sur- 
face water, that 1s, that no more surface water went through the-culvert — 
than formerly passed over plaintiff’s land, either before the road was 
built or with the under-drain. Thé plaintiff does not complain of the 
construction of the road-bed and track’ through his land or the _ 
manner in which the side ditches are constructed. | (293) 

It is well settled that for the entry upon and taking his land ; 
“for railroad purposes, he should have sued within two years from the 


~. gonstruction, and that by his failure to do so it shall be presumed that 


the land upon which the road may be constructed, together with one 


hundred feet on each side of the center of the road, has been granted to. ~ 


the company by the owner, and it acquired a good right and title to the — 
same, so long as the land may be used only for the purpose of the road, 
and no longer.” .Barker v. R. B., 187 N. C., 214; McCaskill v. BR. R., 
94 N. C., 746; RB. RB. v. Olive, 142 N. C., OBT, 3 
The defendant insists that the right, with the accompanying ease- 
ments, thus acquired by the company are the same in all respects as if 
the land had been condemned or granted for railroad purposes. An 
examination of the decisions of this Court does not show that this ques- 
tion has been heretofore directly presented or decided. In the cases in- 
volving the rights and duties of railroad companies, in respect to their 
rights of way, no distinction has -been suggested or made between the | 
several methods of acquisition. In McCaskill v. R. #., supra, which 
was the first of a series found in our Reports, the right was acquired 
under the statutory presumption arising after two years’ occupation, and 
the right was treated as coextensive with a condemnation or grant. 
In Brace y v. R. R.,- supra, the question was presented whether, 
upon a right aeuired in this way, the company could, without being 
liable to the owner, change the grade and relocate its track on the right 
of way. Montgomery, J., discussing the question, cited Blue v. R. R., 
117 'N. C., 644; R. RB. v. Sturgeon, 120 N. C., 225, and Shields v. R. R., 
129 N. C., i aaa says: “In these cases it was decided that railroad 
companied, if they should need the whole of the right of way 
for railroad purposes, had the right to the use of the whole. (294) 
Some of these uses were mentioned in the decisions, viz., road- | 
bed and drains, sidetracks and houses for their eaplovecs warehouses, — 
ete.” The Court held that the company was not liable for making a - 
change in the grade, ete. In Sturgeon’s case, supra, it is said: “What 
reasonable meaning can be attached ta the words “for the purposes of 
the company,” except that the land should be used for such purposes as 
are conducive and necessary to the conducting of the business of the 
company, that is, of safely and rapidly transporting and conveying pas- 
sengers and freight over its railroads? That is the whole business of 
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the cotipany. he need land a no other purpose than to ron 
construct their road-beds and drain them, build sidetracks, ete.” Flem- 
ing v. R. R., 115 N. C., 676. 

It would seem, in ihe hght of what has been ea by this Court, as 
well as upon the reason of the thing, that when. the land-owner acquiesces 
for two years after the construction of the road over his land, with full 
knowledge of his legal rights and of ‘the extent of the rights aceruing 
to the company by such occupancy, he assents to the acquisition of the 
easement in the same manner and to the same extent as if the land had 
been condemned. We would find it exceedingly difficult, if not imprac- 
ticable, to draw any line of distinction between the rights acquired by 
the different methods prescribed by the law. As we held in Hodges v. 
Telegraph Co., 188 N. C., 225, for any additional burden not necessary 
for “railroad purposes” placed upon the land covered by the right of 
way, the owner is entitled to compensation. : 

What rights pass to the company in regard to disposing of surface 
water in the drainage of its road-bed, or what elements of damage are . 
considered in fixing compensation Shen the land is condemned or sur- 
rendered by the owner by acquiescence in regard to surface water ? 

This question was first considered and decided by this Court in 
(295) R. R. v. Wicker, 74 N. C., 220, in which Rodman, J., adopting 
the rule laid down by the Supreme Court of Massachusetts, said: 
“A distinction is taken between cases in which the ponding is caused by 
the obstruction of a natural or artificial drainway, and when it is caused 
by the alteration of the previous grade or slope of the land, by which 
the surface water on defendant’s land is prevented from running off as. 
it was accustomed to do. In the first of these.cases it is held that the 
resulting damage should not be estimated in measuring the compensa- 
tion to the land-owner; but that in the second it should be.” This case 
has been uniformly approved and followed by this Court. The only 
difficulty consists in the application of the rule. In that case the ques- 
tion discussed was ponding surface water. In Walley v. R. &., 98 N. C., 
263, Smith, C. J., said: “In condemnation, everything necessary and 
incident to the original making and subsequent operating the road must 
be intended to have passed as against the owner of the condemned land.” 
In Bell v. R. R., 101 N. C., 21, Davis, J., says: “The water drained — 
by the defendanvs ditches was all snrface water, except occasionally, 
after heavy rains, the water from the Dismal Swamp would spread over 
the surface gf the ditch,” citing R. R. v. Wicker, supra, as establishing 
the principle that draining off surface water was one of the legal inci- - 
dental damages” which is assessed in condemnation proceedings. Adams 
v. R. R., 110 N. C., 325; Fleming v. R. R., supra. In Mullen v. Canal 
Co., 130 N. C., 496, Douglas, J., says: “Ty the present case the plain- 
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tiff occupies the singular position of being the upper and lower land- » 
owner by virtue of the same piece of land.” After describing the way 
in which the plaintiff was damaged, he says: “This is diversion, and 
it is now well settled that neither a corporation nor an individual can 
divert water from its natural course.” In Mizell v. McGowan, 120 N. 
_C., 184, Faircloth, C. J., said: “The defendants are permitted 
not to divert, but to drain their lands, having due regard to (296) 
their neighbor, provided they do not more than concentrate the 
water and cause it to flow more rapidly and in greater volume down the 
- natural stream through or by the lands of the plaintiff. This license 
must be conceded with caution and prudence.” Parker v. R. R., 123 — 
Na, 

We conclude, fhiapetons that the defendant, by entering upon and 
occupying plaintiff’s land for railroad purposes, acquired, at the end of 
two years from the construction of the road, an easement permitting it, 
to use one hundred feet from the center on Bihar side for railroad pur- 
poses, which includes the right to construct the road-bed and to carry 
from it by the use of drains, carefully constructed, the surface water 
accumulating on the right of way. In exercising this right, care must 
be taken to avoid, by the use of all reasonable means, all unnecessary 
damage to the lands over which it has a right of way. The land-owner 
must haye known, when he acquiesced in the acquisition of the ease- 
ment by refraining from suit, that the company would be compelled to | 
protect its road-bed and track from surface, water. He knew the “lay” 
of his land and what effect the construction of the road would have 
upon the flow of the water and the means necessary to prevent ponding 
‘and injuring the upper land and the road-bed. He made no complaint 
for sixteen years, during which he says there was a wooden trunk carry- 
ing the surface water in the same quantity and through the same land 
as the pipe does. He says, and this is self-evident, that the new drain 
does not increase the flow of the water, and he further says that the 
drain is about the lowest poe and is where the water would naturally 
flow. 

The contention of the Bee is well stated in the brief of his coun- 
sel, saying: “Plaintiff alleges that the defendant should have carried 
the water, collected in its side ditches, to the branch on the west 
or the ditch on the east or trunked it to the Yadkin River on the (297) 
south, about one hundred yards distant from the railroad. And, 
in not doing this, the construction and drainage of the road was negli- 

gently and improperly done.” 
Neither of these contentions were submitted to the jury. They were — 
instructed that if the water was concentrated by flowing down the side 
- ditches at the trunk and permitted to go through the trunk onto plain- 
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tiff’s land, defendant was liable. This view eliminated the question 
_ ot negligence and withdrew from the jury the fact that defendant had 
acquired an easement to drain the surface water by carrying it through 
the road-bed, provided there was no other reasonably convenient way to 
dispose of it and that there was no negligence in the construction of the 
drain. It is not clear from ‘the testimony of plaintiff whether defend- 
ant could not, by the exercise of reasonable care and without unreason- | 
able expense, have carried the water to the branch and thereby disposed _ 
of it without injury to plaintiff. He says in his direct evidence that the — 
branch was lower than the point at which the trunk was placed. In his 
cross-examination he says otherwise. 

We think that the true test of defendant’s liability is iethe: ihe 
‘ means adopted were reasonable, or such as a prudent man so situated, 
having regard to his own and his neighbor’s rights and property, would 
have taken to dispose of the surface water. | 

It may be that, if railroad companies were required to condemn or at . 
least institute proceedings for that purpose, before constructing their 
roads, etc., and have their rights and duties settled, many of the difficult 
and nerplexing questions which have arisen would have been avoided. : 
The policy of the State, when the construction of railroads first at- 
tracted attention, was otherwise Conditions have changed, lands have 

increased an value and rights deemed of little value when the 
(298) roads were built have become of importance. The courts, while 
| endeavoring to have the law work out substantial justice, cannot 
change their decisions to meet these conditions. 

The defendant is entitled to drain the surface water from its road- 
bed, subject to the limitation that it does so without negligence and 
unnecessary injury to the lands of plaintiff. Of course, what we have 
- said has no application to lands over which rights of way have not been 
acquired. These questions have been discussed and settled in other 

cases. - a | 

This conclusion results in a new trial. It may be proper to say that 
the rea] questions in controversy could be more clearly presented by a 
reformation of the pleadings. It does not very clearly appear what the 
plaintifs cause of action is or the damage which he claims. The 
proper issues in such cases may be found in Brown v. Power Co.; 140 
N. C., 384, and Candler v. Electric Co., 185 N. C., 12. In this way the 
plaintiff recovers for damage up to the time of the trial, not exceeding 
five years, and for the permanent. easement which is acquired by the 
payment of the judgment. The issues thus framed would eliminate the 
- exceptions to his Honor’s rulings HEP the question of ee 
New Trial. 


Cited: Bavnhaval Di: Be IDE N. CG. (364; R. Rh, v. McLean, 158 . 
N. C., 500. — 240 


N.C. = FALL TERM, 1906. 





_ WEBB v. TRUSTEES. 

as (299) 
WEBB v. TRUSTEES. a 
(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


Contract to Purchase Bonds—Apoproval of Attorney—Condition Precedent— | 
Preliminary Negotiations, 


1. Where the plaintiff proposed to purchase certain. bonds issued by the 
defendant, “when legally issued to the satisfaction of our attorney,” 
which proposition was accepted by the defendant, the approval of the 
attorney selected to pass upon the validity of the bonds, honestly and 
fairly expressed, was a condition precedent to. the completion of the 
purchase. 

2. The correspondence or negotiation leading up to a ‘proposition to purchase 
ponds is not material, where the proposition made by plaintiff and ac- 
cepted by defendant was the result of such negotiation, and their 
“relative rights and liabilities must be ascertained and declared upon the 
plain and unambiguous language found therein. 


Actrion by C. A. Webb, doing business as ©. A. Webb & Co., against 
Board of Trustees of the Morganton Graded School District, ieard by | 
O. H. Allen, J., and a jury, at the June Term, 1906, of Buncomsz. - 

The Legislature of North Carolina by chapter 455, Laws 1903, incor- 
porated the Morganton Graded School, naming trustees thereof, and. by | 
chapter 174, Laws 1905, authorized the said trustees to submit to the 
voters of the said Morganton School District a proposition for the issue 
of school bonds to the amount not exceeding $20,000, running forty 
years from date of issue, bearing interest at a rate not exceeding six per 
cent. At an- election held pursuant to the provisions of said act, said 
trustees were authorized to issue the said bonds in accordance with the 
said proposition. Pursuant thereto the said trustees advertised for 
bids for said bonds to the amount of $15,000. 

On 27 July, 1905, the plaintiff, C. A. Webb, doing pusingss under . 
the firm name and style of C. A. Webb & Co., submitted to said 
board a proposition to buy said bonds, as follows: “For the (300) 
fifteen thousand dollars of coupon bonds of Morganton Graded 
School District, due and payable forty years from date, with option of 
prior payment at the expiration of twenty years from date, drawing 
interest at the rate of five per cent, payable semi-annually, both principal 
and interest payable at the First National Bank of Morganton, to be 
dated 1.Septernber, 1905, we will pay you par and interest, and a 
“premium of $630 and furnish free blanks upon the delivery of the same 
to-us at Asheville, when legally issued to the satisfaction of our attor- 
neys. We herein enclose sent fied check for $500 as guarantee to faith- 
fully carry out this proposition.” 

At the time of submitting said proposition plaintiff snes acerti- . 
fied check on the Battery Park Bank of Asheville for ies endorsed to — 
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- the president of the board of trustees, as follows: ‘Pay ‘to the order 
of John H. Pearson upon our failure to comply with our contract this 
day made for the purchase of fifteen thousand dollars Morganton 
Graded School bonds. (Dated) July 27, 1905.” 

At the time of said proposition the defendant trustees were in cor- 
respondence with a number of bankers and brokers, dealers in securities 
of that character. Without advising with counsel, said trustees had, 
before that time, offered to sell bonds maturing in twenty years instead 
of forty years; the plaintiff instead of expressing a preference for bonds 
‘running twenty years, was of the opinion that said trustees were not 
authorized to issue said bonds, but did have authority to issue the bonds 
due and payable forty years from date, with option of prior payment 
at the expiration of twenty years from date. Immediately upon filing 
said proposition the said trustees ceased to negotiate with the proposed 
purchasers of its school bonds, and caused publication to be made that 

the said bonds had been sold to the plaintiff; the plaintiff submit- 

(301) ted to his attorneys in the city of Boston a certified copy of the 
| act authorizing the said issue of bonds and all other certified 
records which had, at that time, come into the hands of the plaintiff, 
which tended to show the legality of said bonds, with a request that 
said attorneys render a legal opinion in respect: to the legality thereof. 
That on 8 August, 1905, the said attorneys, Storey, Thorndyke, Palmer 
& Thayer, gave to the plaintiff their opinion in writing, saying : “The 
statute provides for bonds ‘running forty years from date of issue’ and 
the notice of election provides for bonds ‘to run forty years from date of 


' issue.’ In our opinion the bonds must run for forty years without op- 


tion of prior payment. This result, apparently, does not coincide with 
your contract, or the contention of the board. Awaiting the further 
papers which you are to send us, and also awaiting your instructions 
as to whether in the circumstances we shall proceed to complete the 
examination, we are, etc.”” Immediately upon receipt of said opinion, 
plaintiff submitted same to defendant Board of Trustees, advising said 
defendant that because of the failure of said attorneys to approve and 
pass the validity of the character of bonds mentioned in said contract 
said plaintiff would not take up and pay for the bonds mentioned in 
said contract unless the defendant would submit the facts with refer- 
ence to said maturities to the Superior and Supreme Courts of North 
Carolina for an early decision upon the question as to whether. said 
bonds should run for a period of forty years or could be issued so_as to 
provide for an optional payment at the expiration of twenty years. 
Said proposition was declined by said board. The said board sent said 
check to the Battery Park Bank at Asheville for collection and with- 
holds the same, refusing to surrender to the plaintiff. Subsequently the 
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defendants sold the said bonds to the amount of $15,000 for a premium | 
of $2.50 on the $100. : 

Plaintiff introduced the dessatcens of ie Ware, Esq., a 
member of the firm of Storey, Thorndyke, Palmer & Thayer, who (302) — 
testified that he had been éngaged for over nine years in examin- 
ing records and papers relating to municipalities in North Carolina. 
- That he examined the records, etc., relating to the issue by the defend- 
ant trustees, at the request of the plaintiff, and was of opinion that the 
bonds issued either in accordance with the contract of purchase, that is, 
payable forty years from that date, with the option of prior payment 
at the expiration of twenty years, would not be, or have been, legally 
authorized, for the reason that the statute guthorizing the Bonde re- 
quired them to run forty years from date, and did not authorize said 
trustees to make them payable at an earlier date, either absolutely or at 
its option. That he communicated said opinion to the plaintiff.on 8 
August, 1905. He says: “I gave the said opinion in absolute good 
faith, honestly believing that I was correct in the same, and I still so 
believe.” | | | 

The defendant moved for judgment upon the pleadings, and this 
. being denied, there was an exception. Thereupon his Honor submitted 
the following issue to the jury: “Did the attorneys advise against the 
legality of the bonds as alleged in the fifth article of the complaint ? 
Answer: Yes.” 

There were certain exceptions to “he testimony and the rulings of his 
Honor specifically set forth in the assignments of error and appearing 
in the opinion. Judgment being rendered for the plaintiff, the de- 
fendants duly excepted, and appealed. 


Avery & Ervin, C. A. Webb, and W. C. Newland for the panei 
Avery & Avery for the defendant. 


‘Connor, J., after stating the case: The terms of the proposition 
made by plaintiff to purchase the bonds issued by defendant, “when 
legally issued to the satisfaction of our attorneys,” are plain and 
unambiguous. Similar provisions are frequently found in con- (303) 
tracts for purchasing bonds, loaning money, buying stocks, build- 
ing houses, purchasing land, ete. They are regarded as both wise and 
psonnble: and are uniformly sustained by the courts. In regard to the 
purchase of municipal bonds, the value of which for sale.on the market 
is so largely dependent upon the approval of counsel skilled and learned 
in the laws controlling their issue, it 1s a most prudent provision, In 
the light of the frequent litigation growing out of the issue of such 
bonds, often. disastrous to holders, to purchase them without some such 
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protective provision would be imprudent and unsafe. However this — 
may be, parties have the legal right to make such contracts, and it 1s the 
_ duty of the courts to give the language a fair and reasonable interpre- _ 
tation. When so interpreted, we can have no doubt that the approval 
of the attorneys, as to the legality of the issue, honestly and fairly ex- 
_ pressed, was a condition precedent to the completion of the purchase. 
We may not interpolate into it any other language or give it any other 
construction. It is uniformly held by the courts that, in the absence 
of any allegation and proof of bad faith or arbitrary conduct on the 
part of the person selected to pass upon the validity of the bond or per- 
formance of the contract on the part of the person seeking its enforce- 
ment, his approval is a condition precedent and is essential to. the right 
to fone performance. It 1s usually held that when it appears from 
the pleadings that such provision is a part of the contract, the failure to 
aver compliance is demurrable. : 
In Young v. Jeffreys, 20 N. C., 357, it appeared that aereat persons 
had made subscriptions for the purpose of building a Methodist Church. 
The work was to be done according to specifications and accepted by the 
Commissioners appointed to pass upon it. “The objection being made 
to the payment of the subscriptions that the work had not been ac- 
cepted, and that such acceptance was a condition precedent to 
(304) the payment, Gaston, J., sustaining a motion for judgment by 
defendants, said: “There is nothing unreasonable, much less 
illegal, in such a condition. Whether a work of art has been done with 
proper materials and in a workmanlike style is an inquiry on which 
honest differences of opinion may prevail even among persons skilled in 
the art, and on which men of ordinary pursuits are very unfit to pass. 
It is, therefore, in agreements for works of this kind, a prudent and 
common stipulation for the prevention of controversies that the con- 
struction of the work shall be determined by some persons in whose . 
judgment the parties have confidence. If, however, the judgment of 
the forum ‘appointed by the parties is to be disregarded, or revised by 
a court and jury, the stipulation is unmeaning.” Wharton Const., 593. 
If the contract is to be performed to the satisfaction of areuion the 
' decision of such person, if honest,'is final, no matter how unreasonable. 
Brown v. Foster, 113 Mass., 186. In Church v. Shanklin, 95 Cal., 626, 
the contract was made to depend upon. the perfecting title to eoriain 
property “to the satisfaction of Church & Cory, attorneys.” Patterson, 
J., said: “The record fails to show that Church & Cory refused to 
express satisfaction with the plaintiff’s title through any fraudulent or 
improper motive. * * * It was doubtless the object of the parties 
to avoid disputes and expensive litigation; certainly some effect must be 
given to the stipulation contained in the agreement. To hold that the 
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opinion of the Court as to the validity of the title can be substituted for _ 
that of the arbitrators, would defeat the intention of the parties and, in 
effect, make a new contract for them. This the Court has no right to do. 
The parties saw fit to make Church & Cory the umpires between them, 
and if the latter exercised their best judgment in good faith and with 
an honest intention of determining the question as to the validity of the 
title, their conclusion is final and binding.” | 
In Mich. Stone Co. v. Harris, 81 Fed., 928, the same question 
arose upon the construction of a contract ios the purchase of (305) 
municipal bonds, the language being: “We to furnish you with | 
' certified transcript of proceedings evidencing legality of issue to the 
satisfaction of your attorneys. prior to the delivery of same.” Judge 
Lurton said: “The subject-matter of this contract was the negotiable | 
bonds to. be issued for street improvements to be made under a contract 
between the city and the plaintiff in error. They had not been issued - 
when this agreement was entered into. It was a most reasonable and 
prudent thing for proposing purchasers to stipulate for some security 
against the invalidity of such bonds before being required to receive 
and pay for them. * °* * The plain meaning of this contract was: — 
(1) That plaintiffs in error were to furnish certified copies of the pro- 
ceedings under which these bonds were issued. (2) Defendants in error 
_ were to fairly and honestly submit this record, when furnished, to the 
judgment of the counsel selected by them. (3) The counsel thus se- 
lected must not capriciously and arbitrarily reject the bonds, but on the © 
record, honestly ‘and fairly give his judgment as to their legality. 
_* * * The buyers employed counsel, a gentleman particularly skilled — 
in the matter of the validity of municipal bonds, and submitted this evi- 
dence to him and procured his opinion. * * * The question of the 
validity of the bonds was to be settled by the opinion of a third person, 
whose judgment was to be a legal opinion based upon the law and facts 
_ touching these bonds. ‘ Neither party would be concluded by an opinion 
rendered arbitrarily and without the honest intent of deciding fairly 
and rationally. The contract seems to come fairly within the principle 


applicable to contracts.under which settlements. between parties are | 


_ made dependent upon the certificate of some third person. The rule in 
such cases is that, in the absence of fraud, or such gross misconduct as. 
~ would: necessarily imply bad faith, or the failure to exercise an __ 
honest. judgment, the action of such third person should con- (306) 
elude the parties.” Kihiberg.v. U. 8., 97 U. S., 398; RB. R. v. | 
March, 114 U. S., 549; Averett v. Lipscomb, 76 Va., 404. 

There is no suggestion that the gentlemen selected by plaintiff’s at- 
torneys to pass upon the validity of the bonds were not competent or 
that they did not honestly and in good faith investigate and give their 
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opinion upon the question submitted,to them pursuant to the contract. 
While -we have not undertaken to investigate or express any opinion 
respecting the validity of the bonds proposed to be issued, containing the 
twenty-year option, we regard it as sufficiently serious to arrest atten- 
tion and, in the absence of controlling authority, cause counsel to decline 
to express satisfaction of their validity. Certainly the question. cannot 
be said so free from doubt as to suggest an arbitrary refusal to approve 
them. We do not think that the correspondence or negotiation leading 
~ up to the proposition material. The proposition made by plaintiff and 
accepted by defendant was the result of such négotiation, and their 
relative rights and liabilities must be ascertained and declared upon the 
plain and unambiguous language found therein. We concur with his 
Honor’s rulings upon the several exceptions. The issue submitted to and 
found by the jury, in the light of the contract, settled the right of the 
plaintiff to the relief demanded. The exceptions to the answers of Mr. 
Ware cannot be sustained. Nor was the proposed testimony of Mr. — 
Ervin material. The judgment was correctly rendered upon the plead- 

ings, and the verdict must be affirmed. 


- No Ervror. 





(307) 
. MINING COMPANY v. COTTON MILLS. 


(Filed 11 December, 1906. ) 
Rights to Cut Timber—Grant—Reservation—Time for Removal—Expiration. 


‘1. Whether the right to cut timber is a grant, or a reservation, it expires at 
the time specified. When no time is specified, a grantee of such right: 
takes upon the implied agreement to cut and remove within a reason- 
able time, whereas when a grantor of the fee reserves-or excepts the 
timber, and there is no limitation to indicate when the reservation shall 
expire, then the grantee must give notice for a reasonable time that the 
grantor must cut or remove the timber included in his reservation. 


2. Where land was conveyed in fee to plaintiff “with all timber reserved” by 

the grantor, and it was stipulated that when the land was divided into 

Jots and the erection of any building was begun on any lot, then the 

grantor “shall have no further right to any timber upon said lot,’ the 

Court erred in holding that the plaintiff.can recover of the defendant — 

- for timber cut on any lot before the happening of the event which it 
was agreed none put an end to the reservation. 


Action by the corer Mining Company and others against Besse- 
mer City Cotton Mills and others, heard by Bryan, J., and a jury, at 
the February Term, 1906, of Gaston. From a judgment for the plain- 
tiff, the defendants appealed. 


0. F. Mason and Burwell & Cansier for the plaintiffs. 
Tillett & Guthrie for the defendants. 
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Crarx, ©. J. The plaintiff holds, under mesne conveyance, certain 
lands and mineral rights from one Pinchback, whose deed to plaintifi’s 
grantor contains the following exceptions or reservation: “All the 
woods and timber is reserved by me,’ with the addition that if the 
grantee should “divide up the land referred to in lots and begin the 
erection of any building on any lot, then I shall have no further right 
to any timber on sard lot after any balding: is Deeune 

Tt is true, as contended by the plaintiff, that “a deed purporting 
to convey all the wood and timber therein described vests in the (308) 
grantee a present estate of absolute ownership in said timber 
defeasible as to all timber not removed within the time required by the 
terms of the deed.” Lumber Co. v. Corey, 140 N. C., 462; Hawkins v. 
Lumber Co., 189 N. C.,. 160; Bunch v. Lumber Co., 184 N. C., 116. | 

It is also true, as further contended by the plaintiff, that when in a 
contract for sale of standing timber “no time is specified within which 
it shall be cut and removed, the law presumes this shall be done within 
a reasonable time.” | 

But that is not this case. Here the land was conveyed in fee with an 
exception or reservation of the timber. In such case, if a time or event 
is specified upon which the timber must be cut, the reservation expires 
upon the happening of the event or expiration of the time—as here, 
upon beginning “the, erection of any building upon any lot.” If there 
- is no limitation to ‘indicate when the reservation or exception shall ex- 
pire, then the grantee must give notice for a reasonable time that the 
grantor must cut or remove the timber included in his reservation, and 
if this is not done after such reasonable notice then the reservation or 
exception falls and all rights thereunder cease and determine. — 

Whether the right to cut timber is a grant, or a reservation, it ex- 
pires at the time specified. When no time is specified a grantee of such 
right takes upon the imphed agreement to cut and remove within a _ 
reasonable time. He has bought the timber for that purpose, whereas © 
when a grantor of the fee reserves or excepts the timber, he is not pro- 
viding for timber-cutting, but reserving a right, and should be entitled 
to hold till this is put an end to by the grantee giving notice for a rea- 
sonable time so that the grantor may elect to cut or sell this right to 
another. | 
It may be difficult, perhaps, to reconcile all the decisions, but we 
think this 1s a summary of the trne, Just and equitable principles 
applying to such contracts. As such contracts have greatly in- (309) 
creased in number and importance, it will be more useful to thus 
state plainly and clearly the rules we think applicable and by which we 
shall be guided, than attempt to reconcile all the precedents. | 

In this contract, the event upon which the reservation should termi- 
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nate is stipulated for, and is when the land - is divided inte lots and he 
erection of any Building is begun on any lot, then the grantor “shall 
have no further right to any timber upon said lot. ” In holding that the 
plaintiff can recover of the defendant, who is assignee of the reservation 
for timber cut on any lot before the happening of the event which it was 
agreed should put an end to the reservation, there was 


Error. | 
| "WALKER, J : did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Cited: Muidyette v.-Grubbs, 145 N. C., 88; Lumber Co. v. Smith, 146 
N. C.,.161; Hornthal v. Howcott, 154 N. C., 230; Bateman v. Lumber 
Oo., Ib., 251; » Kelly v. Lanp ee: Co., 157 N. C., ‘17; ne Seaton, 161 
N, C., 572, 





ROBERTS v. ROBERTS. 
(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


Partition—Consent Decreé—Report of Couminsenere mace iene Decree 
‘of COE EO Without Notice. 


Where a proceeding for partition was brought in 1881 and upon issues raised 
was transferred for trial to the Superior Court and:a consent decree was 
entered at June Term, 1887, appointing commissioners for partition, 
who filed their report with the Clerk in 1887, and no exceptions in any 
form were ever filed to its confirmation and a decree confirming the 
report was procured at the April Term, 1906, without giving special no- 
tice to the defendant or his counsel: Held, that the defendant’s motion 

- to set aside the decree of confirmation was properly denied. 


| Procerpine for partition by W. S. Roberts against H. C. Roberts, 
heard by O. H. Allen, J., at the August Term, 1906, of Bun- 
(310) .comsBr, upon a motion by the defendant to set aside a decree of 
soneemaliou. From the order denying the mono the defendant 
appealed. 


Frank Carter, Moore & Rollins and H. C. Chedester for the plaintiff: 
N. ¥. ney, and W. P. Brown for defendant. 


Brown, J. It appears from the record and findings - the Court - 
below that on 19 January, 1881, the plaintiff brought a special proceed- 
ing against the defendant before the Clerk of the Superior Court for 
the purpose of partitioning certain land between the plaintiff and 
defendant which they held as tenants in common. . Issues of fact having 
been raised by the pleadings, the case was transferred for trial to the 
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Superior Court. It was samclanly called $65 trial at June Term, 1887, 


and a jury was empaneled to try it. After the jury had been em- — 


paneled, the judgment which appears in the record, appointing com-. 
missioners for partition, was entered by consent of the parties. The 
commissioners so appointed partitioned the land between plaintiff and 
defendant, and filed a report of their proceedings with the Clerk of the 
' Court on 30 July, 1887. No exceptions were ever filed and no objection 
in any form made, so far as the record discloses, to the confirmation of 
the report. At April Term, 1906, without giving special notice to the 
defendant or his counsel, the plaintiff procured an order confirming the 
report which had been filed since 80 July, 1887. 

The contention of the defendant is that the proceeding for partition _ 
was not pending either in the Superior Court in term or before the 
Clerk, but that it had been’ abandoned nineteen years before, and was 
pending nowhere. We are of opinion that his Honor very properly 
denied the motion. 

There was no discontinuance ae ne proceeding for lack of continuows 
process or for any other reason. Penniman v. Daniel, 91 N.C., 

431. The consent decree was a final judgment of the Court ad: (311) 
judicating the rights of the parties to a partition. If the cause 
was pending before the Clerk, then no order of confirmation was neces- 
sary when the report was filed in 1887. If no exception thereto was 
filed in twenty days, the report stood confirmed by law without a formal 
-- decree. The Code of 1883, sec. 1896. 7 

If we regard the proceeding as pending in the Superior Court in term, 
by virtue of chapter 276, Acts 1887, then the defendant was bound to 
take notice of such orders and denies as were made in the orderly course 
of legal procedure in term-time. No special notice was necessary. 

_ Inasmuch as no exceptions were filed to the report of the commission-— 
ers during the term which followed the filing of the report, the plaintiff 
had a right to a decree of confirmation of this decree. - | 

The order made in 1906 by Judge Moore in term-time may be justly 
considered as entered nunc pro tunc, and was no more than the plaintiff 
was clearly entitled to, even if necessary. Bright v. Sugg, 15 N. C., 
492; Long v. Long, 85 N. Cs 415. | 


Afirmed. 
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(312) : 
SHAW v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


| Railroads—Passengers Riding on Platform—Contributory Negligence—An- 
nouncement of Station. ; 


1. By virtue of Revisal, section 2628, the rule of a railroad company prohibit- — : 
iting passengers from going on the platform while the train is in 
motion, is given, when the statute has been complied with, the force . 
and effect of a law of the State prohibiting passengers from going on 
the platform of moving trains, and barring a recovery for injuries sus- 
tained under such circumstances. 


2. An instruction that Revisal, section 2628, does not apply if the plaintiff 
entered upon the platform in bona fide belief that the train was. not 
moving, and if a reasonably prudent person under similar circum- 
stances would have so believed and acted, was erroneous. 


3. The mere announcement of the name of a station is not an invitation to 
alight; but, when followed by a full stoppage of the train soon there- 
after, is ordinarily notification that it has arrived at the usual place of - 
landing passengers. 


CLARE, C. J., and Hoke, J., dissenting. 


Action by Mrs. Bessie Shaw against Seaboard Air Line Railway - 
Company, heard before Bryan, J., and a jury, at the March. Term, 1906, 
of MeckLensurc. 

This was a civil action for the recovery of damages. oe injuries sus- 
tained by plaintiff as the result of an alleged fall from the front plat- 
form of one of the defendant’s passenger cars while a passenger thereon 
on the night of 26 February, 1905, at a point about three-quarters of a 
mile west of Matthews, N. C., which fall, it is claimed, was caused by the 
sudden and violent jerking of the train. The Court submitted the usual 
issues of negligence, contributory negligence and damage. The jury 
found the issues for the plaintiff and assessed her damages. From the 
judgment rendered, defendant appealed. 


(318) Stewart & MacRae and Tillett & Guthrie for the plaintifi. 
Burwell & Cansler for the defendant. 
Brown, J. Plaintiff was a passenger on defendant’s passenger train 
going to Matthews, N.C. In the car in which she was traveling was the 
following printed notice posted up at the time in a conspicuous place: 


“NOTICE! Passengers are prohibited from going on PLATFORMS 
or between CARS while the train is in motion, and are warned not to 
allow their HEADS or LIMBS to project from CAR WINDOWS.” 
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_ The evidence is conflicting, but there 1s much evidence tending to 

prove that plaintiff went out on the platform of the car and was injured 
thereon while the train was moving and before it had come to a stop. 
Section 2628, Revisal of 1905, reads as follows: “In case any pas- 
senger on any railroad shall be injured while on the platform of the - 
car, or on any baggage, wood or freight car, in violation of the printed 
regulations of the commpany posted up at the time in a conspicuous place 
inside its passenger cars then in the train, said company shall not be 
liable for the injury: Provided, said company, at the time, furnishes 
room inside its passenger cars sufficient for the proper accommodation 
of its passengers.” 

It is not contended that plaintiff went out on the platform for lack 
of room inside the car, because it appears from her own testimony that 
she had a seat; nor did she go out at the invitation of the defendant’s 
agent. Her testimony is that the train was not in motion when she went 
on the platform. 

The following instruction was given _ the Court, to which defend- 
ant duly excepted: “If the jury shall find that, when the plaintiff went 
upon the platform, she did so in the bona fide belief that the train was 
not in motion, but that it had come to a full stop, and that a reasonably 
prudent person under the same circumstances would have so 
believed and so acted, then you are instructed that section 2628 (314) 
of the Revisal of 1905 would not apply, although the train had 
not actually come to a full stop; and, in this view, if you shall find that 
the defendant was guilty of negligence, as alleged in the complaint, you 
will answer the first issue ‘Yes.’ ” 

- The rule of the defendant company, which we have ere is given, 
i the terms of the statute have been complied with, the force and 
effect of a law of the State prohibiting, passengers from going out on 
the platform of moving trains, and barring a recovery for injuries sus-. 
tained under such circumstances. In other words, when the railroad 
company complies with the statute and the passenger voluntarily vio- 
lates the rule posted for his protection, and he is consequently injured, 
the law refuses him a right of action. The passenger’s conduct is not 
to be governed entirely by the doctrine of contributory negligence as 
expounded by the courts, but rather in the light that there is no action- 
able negligence—no cause of action. The statute is made for the pro- 
tection of passengers as well as for that of the railroad company, and 
specifically relieves the company from - ‘any liability when the passenger 
violates its provisions. | 

The vice in the quoted instruction is that it gives to the passenger. the: 
benefit of the rule of the prudent man as if the matter were being con- 
sidered under the second issue and solely in the light of contributory 
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negligence. The instruction reads into the statute something that is not’ 
there, and practically places upon the railroad company the responsi- 
bility for the passenger’s error. However inadvertent such error, the 
passenger, and not the carrier, is to blame. His Honor assumes that 
the train was moving (how fast he did not state), and declares that the 
statute does not apply if the plaintiff entered upon the platform in the 
bona fide belief that the train was not moving, and if a reasonably 

prudent person under similar circumstances would have so be- 
(315) lieved and so acted. This practically nullifies the force and 

effect of the statute and leaves it for the jury to determine when 
they will apply the statute and when not. It is a very simple and- 
easy matter by observing outside objects or the earth itself to tell when a 
train is at a standstill, and it imposes no- hardship upon a passenger to 
require him to be certain as to that before entering upon the platform. 
The carrier owes no duty to be upon the lookout for passengers who 
violate the printed rule and go-on the platform when prohibited, and 
the engineer and those in charge of the train have a right to suppose 
that passengers will remain in the car until it comes to a full stop, and 
they have a right to act accordingly. The statute contains no exception 
to its general provision, and in plain terms relieves the company from 
liability in the case of a passenger injured while on the platform of a 
moving train when the company, as in this case, has complied with its 
terms. 

In Denne v. R. R., 182 N. C., 340, it is held that a passenger who 
voluntarily goes upon the platform se a moving train for the purpose 
of alighting at the station, and is injured by reason of a jerk in the 
train, is not entitled to recover therefor, and Mr. Justice Connor, speak- 
ing of the duty of the engineer, says: “He cannot be supposed to know 
or anticipate, that passengers, in defiance of the rules, have gone upon 
the platform and are standing upon the steps of the car while in mo- 
tion.” See, also R. R. v. Hawk, 72 Ala., 112. In the case before us — 
as in Denny’s case, there is no suggestion that the conductor was upon 
the platform and no evidence that plaintiff was invited to go out there 
preparatory to leaving the train. | | 

The fact that‘the porter called out the station name before, reaching . 
the station was no invitation to go upon the platform, for at that time 

the train was running rapidly, and only after the announcement 
(316) did it begin to slow down. In Smith v. RB. R., 88 Ala., it is said: 

“The mere announcement of the name of a station is not an in- 
. vitation to alight; but, when followed by a full stoppage of the train 
soon thereafter, is ordinarily notification that 1t has arrived at the usual 
place of landing passengers. * * * Comparing all the cases, we 
deduce that, when the name of the station is called, and, soon thereafter, 
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the train is brought to a standstill, a passenger may reasonably conclude 
that it has stopped at the station, and endeavor to get off, unless the. 
circumstances and indications are such as to render manifest that the 
train has not reached the proper and usual landing-place.” To the 
same effect are the following cases: England v. R. R., 21 N. E., 1; 
OR. R. v. Holmes, 97 Ala., 382; Mitchell v. R. &., 51 Mich., 236; RB. £&. 
v. Green, 25 Am. St., 255; Minock v. R. R., 56 N. W., 870. | 

It is contended by defendant that there is a rintorial variation between — 
the allegation of the complaint and plaintiff’ s proof, in that she alleges 
in her complaint that the train was moving when she entered on the 
_ platform, and in her testimony she states that it was at a standstill. It 
is unnecessary that we consider this, as the complaint may be amended 
before another trial. 


New Trial. 


Hoxg, J., dissenting: I cannot concur in the decision of this case, 
and am of opinion that by an erroneous application of a wholesome 
principle the decision of the Court may work great a to the 
plaintiff in the further trial of the cause, 

The objection urged against the validity of the present trial and held 
for error in the opinion of the Court.is that the charge of the J udge 
contravenes a rule of the company made and posted pursuant to the 
statute, Revisal 1905, 2628, which forbids passengers from going , 
on the platform when the érain isin motion. (317) 

I think the statute is a wise one, and the rule a reasonable 
regulation when reasonably interpreted ; but I cannot think that any cor- 
rect or reasonable interpretation of this rule would uphold or sustain the 
| objection made to the charge on the facts of the present case. 

These facts show that about a mile from Matthews Station there had 
been a washout which had been recently repaired, and the employees of 
the defendant had been instructed, or were accustomed to stop or slow 
down at this place. There was no testimony that plaintiff was aware of 
this custom or of these instructions. 

The theory and testimony of the plaintiff was that at the time of the. 
-oceurrence plaintiff was a passenger gn the defendant road, going from. 
Charlotte to Matthews, a station about ten miles out, in the night-time. 
On approaching Matthews, near which town she lived, the porter on the 
train came through the first-class car where plaintiff was and called out 
- “Matthews.” The train immediately began to slow down, and plaintiff 
got up from her seat and started to go out. She had her grip-in her 
hand and her baby on her arm as she went towards the front door; and 
by the time the plaintiff had reached the front door the train had almost 
stopped, and when witness got to the platform it had stopped. The train 
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then gave a violent jerk and plaintiff was thrown down and seriously 

injured. 

Another witness for the plaintiff said that the train had lswed up - 
and looked to him like it stopped when it got even with the washout, and 

then gave a sudden jerk and went forward. 

Yet another witness for plaintiff stated that the train had gotten. very 
slow at the washout, but he did not think that the train had quite 
stopped. | 
The theory of the defendant was that the train had never 
(318) gotten slower than five miles an hour at this point, the testimony 

of the defendant being that it was running from five to ten miles 
an hour. 

Presenting the theory and testimony of the defendant, the Court 
charged the jury, among other things, that the general rule is that pas- 
sengers who are attempting to go on or off a moving train in violation — 
of the rules of the railroad company cannot recover for j injuries received 
by them. This being so, if the jury find that at the time plaintiff Was - 
injured there was a printed notice posted up In a conspicuous place 
warning passengers not to go on the platform while the train was in 
| motion, and plaintiff went upon the platform, under the erroneous 
impression that it was slowing up for her station and while upon said 
platform plaintiff was thrown therefrom as a result of a sudden jerk or 
movement of the train, which was slowing up for a washout, then the | 
Court charges that the plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence in 
going on the platform while the train was slowing up; which negligence 
on her part would be the proximate cause of the injury, and the jury 
should answer the second issue “Yes.” That even though the jury 
should find that the defendant was guilty of negligence in failing to 
_ warn the plaintiff that the train was slowing for the washout, and not 
for the station, or in causing the train to be suddenly and violently 
jerked forward while at the washout, yet, if the jury find that plaintiff 
went on the platform of the car while it was in motion in violation of 
the printed regulation of the company, posted in a conspicuous place in 
the car, and was injured on account of a sudden jerk or movement of 
the car while on the platform preparing to alight, then the Court charges 
the jury that the plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence, which 
would be the proximate cause of the injury. — 

Again, if the jury find, by the greater weight of the evidence, that 

there was a rule properly posted in the car, forbidding passengers 
(319) to go on the platform while the train was in motion, and she 

went on the platform while the train was running from five to 
ten miles an hour and was thrown, in that event she would be guilty of 
contributory negligence. _ 
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In presenting the eee and. evidence for the Plaintiff, the Court 
charged the jury as follows: 

“Tf the jury shall find, by the greater weight r the evidence, that 
shortly before reaching Matthews, on the night referred to in the com- 
plaint, the defendant’s employee went through the passenger coach in 
which the plaintiff was riding and called ‘Matthews,’ and that imme- 
diately thereafter the train began to slow up, and gradually ran slower 
and slower, until 1t came to a full stop, and that the plaintiff, while 
the train was slowing up, went towards the platform, believing that 
the train had stopped for the station, and in so doing acted as a 
reasonably prudent person would have acted under the same or simi- 
lar circumstances, and while so upon the platform the train, without. 
warning to her, was suddenly jerked forward by the defendant’s em- 
ployees, and by reason of said sudden jerking forward the plaintiff was 
- thrown from the said platform to the ground, and thereby injured as 
alleged in the complaint, then the jury are instructed that this was neg- 
ligence on the part of the defendant, and they will answer the first issue 
‘Yes. 2 9? 

And further, at the request of the plaintiff, gave , the following spe- 
cial instructions: 

“Tf the jury shall find that, when the plaintiff went upon the platform, 
she did so in the bona fide belief that the train was not in motion, but 
that it had come to a full stop, and that a reasonably prudent person, 
. under .the same circumstances, would have so believed and so acted, then 
you are instructed that section 2628 of the Revisal of 1905 would not 
apply, although the train had not actually come to a full stop; and, in 
this view, 1f you find that the defendant was guilty of negligence, 
as alleged in the complaint, you will answer the first issue ‘Yes.’” (820) 

We have held, in several well-considered decisions in this State, 
that the charge to the jury must be considered as a whole in the same 
connected way in which it was given, and on the presumption that the 
jury did not overlook any portion of it; and if, when so considered, it 
presents the law fairly and correctly, it will afford no ground for revers- 
ing the judgment, though some of the expressions, when standing alone, 
might be regarded as erroneous. 

Applying this rule to the charge now considered, I think, by fair 
intendment, 1t could only mean that while the plaintiff could not re- 
cover if she entered on the platform when the train was in motion In 
violation of a rule of the company properly posted, yet the rule would 
“not apply if she took that position after the porter had called the station 
and when the train, immediately after such call, had come to a stop, 
so near it that the plaintiff, in the exercise iy: reasonable care, could 
not discover whether 1t had stopped or. not. 
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So interpreted, I think the charge a correct one on the facts presented, 
and that the rule only applies and prevents recovery where the passenger 
voluntarily goes on the platform when the train is perceptibly in mo- 
tion; and does not, and was never intended to apply to cases like the 
present, where the passenger goes on the platform by the implied invita- 
tion of the defendant’s employees when its train had come to a.stop, or 
so nearly so that the passenger could not tell Whence it was moving 
or not. 

. The opinion of the Court, as I understand it, in upholding a contrary 
view, applies and extends the rule to a case which is not in lts spirit 
nor within its letter, by any fair or reasonable construction; and, in its 
practical effect, may, and frequently will, enable a carrier, by invitation 
of its employees, reasonably relied upon, to entice a passenger to his 

hurt, injure him by gross negligence and escape with impunity. 
(321) The interpretation put upon this rule and statute 1s not only 

not grounded in right reason, but.is not supported by any well- 
considered authority. | | | 

There are several decisions which hold that the mere call of a station 

does not, amount to an invitation to a passenger to go on the platform 
for the purpose of alighting while the train is still in motion. But no 
such decision was made. on facts similar to those presented in the case 
we are considering: where the porter called the station, the train slowed 
up, and either stopped or came so near it that its motion could not be — 
observed. The better considered authorities hold that this amounts to 
an implied invitation to the passengers to step on the platform for the 
purpose of alighting; and if, in so doing, a passenger is injured by the 
negligence of the company’s employees, the plaintiff can recover, 
. In RB. R. v. Meyers, 62 Fed., 367, being a decision of the Court of 
Appeals of the Seventh Circuit, Fuller, Circuit Judge, Jenkins, Circuit 
Judge, and Grosscup, District Judge, present and taking part in the 
decision, it was said: 

“Tt 1s urged that there is exemption from epiliey here by reason es 
the provision of the statute of Indiana (Rev. St., 3928), which declares: 
‘In case any passenger on any railroad shall be injured on the platform 
of a car, or any baggage, wood, or freight car, in violation of the 
printed regulations of the company posted up at the time in a conspicu- 
ous place inside of its passenger-car then in the train, such company 
shall not be liable for the injury, provided said company at the time 
puemiehed ears sufficient for the preee accommodation of the “passer 
gers.’ 

“Tt was found ts the jury that, on the inside of the aco: of the car 

" “in which the defendant in error was riding, the company had 
(322) placed a notice warning passengers from riding on the platform 
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when the train was in motion. This statute was obviously in- 
tended to absolve the company from responsibility for damages to pas- 
sengers imprudently and improperly standing or riding upon the plat- 
form; but we cannot coneeive that it was designed to apply to a case 
of a passenger justifiably leaving a car, the platform being the only 
mode of egress, and the defendant in error being there by invitation of 
the servant of the company for the purpose of alighting, and-was not, we 
‘ think, riding upon the platform within the meaning of the statute”— 
citing Buel v. R. R., 81 N. Y., 314; R&R. BR. v. Miles, 88 Ala., 256. 

And in 6 Oye., 638, it is said: “It will, in general, constitute negh-_— 
gence on the part of.a passenger who violates-a regulation made by a’ 
carrier with.reference to the safety of passengers, and for an injury 
resulting from such violation he cannot recover. But the passenger 
may properly rely on the discretion of the person in charge of the con- 
veyance as to what would be safe conduct: thus, while it is usually in 
violation of the rules to ride on the platform of a moving train, yet, if 
this is by the express or implied direction or consent of the person in 
charge of the train or car, it will not be imputed to the passenger for 
negligence.” 

‘And in 5 A. and E., 678, in note 1, it is said: “The regulation for- 
‘bidding passengers to stand on the wlatfor of a car while the train is 
in motion being reasonable and proper, a passenger who is injured 
while standing on the platform, in violation of such regulation, is 
guilty of contributory negligence, and cannot maintain an action to re- 
cover damages. But the passenger who remains‘there only long enough 
to ascertain that the train had not stopped does not violate the regulation 
prohibiting passengers from riding on the platform.” 

These authorities, I think, state the correct doctrine, and, ap- 
plied to the facts of the case before us, will show that the aul (323) 
has been free from reversible error. 

. There could be no better illustration of the wisdom of this poer1n 
hen the facts disclosed in the record. | 

As heretofore stated, the plaintiff, on the train for the second time 
in her life, ignorant of any washout or of any directions or custom of 
the company to make a stop at the washout, hears the porter call “Mat-. 
thews,” the station to which she was going. The train immediately 
slowed up. The plaintiff, acting on the call, in connection with the 
slower motion of the train, goes to the door for the purpose of alighting, — 
and when she steps on the platform the train is at a standstill, or so ~ 
near it that, in the exercise of ordinary care, she cannot tell that ib Is m 
motion. : 

Tt was in presenting this theory and the evidence tending to support 
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it that the alleged error was committed; and it seems to me that a mere 
statement of the testimony is a complete answer to the position. 

I am of opinion that, both on reason and authority, the verdict and 
judgment should be upheld, 


Cxarx, C. J., concurs in the dissenting opinion. 


Cited: Darden v. R. R., 144 N. G., a3 Smith v. R. R., 147 N. C., 
451; Wagner.v. R. R., Ib. 328 ; Kearney: UO. kt. ey. 108 N. C., 530; 
Thorp v. Praction Co., 459 N. C., Ons 


a 





(324) ; 
| LUMBER COMPANY v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


BOOM Re st aioe teas Spark-Arresters—Foul Right-of- Way—N egligence 
_ Burden of Proof. 


1. Where fire is set out by sparks from a defective engine, or one not having 
@ proper ‘spark- -arrester, or because operated in a careless manner, the 
company is liable for the negligence, whether the fire originates on or 
off the right- -of-way. 

2. Where the engine ig properly operated, is not defective, and has a proper 

spark-arrester, but fire originates on the right-of-way because it is in a 
foul or neglected condition, the company is liable. 


8. In an action for damages for negligently setting fire to plaintif’s fanier 
by sparks from defendant’s engine, the Court properly charged that 
if the fire was set out by the engine, the burden was on the defendant | 
to show that it was equipped with a proper epee ee matter 
peculiarly within its knowledge. 


Action by North Fork Tuber Company Sods Southern Railway 
Company, heard by O. H. Allen, J., and a jury at the September Term, 
1906, of Buncomsr. From judgment for the plaintiff, the defendant 
appealed. — | | | a 


Charles E. Jones and Zebulon Weaver for the plaintiff. 
Moore & Rollins and.C. A. Webb for the defendant. — 


Crap, C. ey A pile of lumber belonging to the plaintiff was burned 
while under a shed on the defendant’s right of way. The side of the 
shed next to the railroad track was open, and the eaves were about the 
height of the smokestack of a locomotive. The public and the defend-. 
ant used. the shed for loading and unloading, and not long before this fire 
others than the plaintiff had used it for a worshop, and some shavings 
had accumulated there. It was in evidence that the defendant’s loco- 


258 


N.C]. ~—~—-«*FALL TERM, 1906. | 





‘Lummrr Co. wo. R, R. 


motive passed, throwing a great many sparks and of unusual size, 


_ inuch larger than would be thrown by an engine with a proper (325) 


spark-arrester. Within fifteen or twenty minutes after this loco- | 
motive passed, fire was first seen, and it was burning among the shay- 
ings.. It is not shown that either the plaintiff or the defendant had 
actual knowledge that the shavings were under the shed, but “fany one 
passing along the road could have seen them.” | 

The lability of railroads for setting out fire is summed up andes three 
heads in Williams v. R. RB., 140 N. C., 624; but, indeed, 1¢ may be 
stated under two, to wit: 

. 1. When the fire is set out by ee from a. dctectws engine, or one 
-, not having a proper spark-arrester, or because operated in a careless 
manner, the company is liable for the negligence, whether the fire origi- 
nates on or off the right of way. | 

2. Where the engine is properly operated, is not défective, and has-a 
proper spark-arrester, but fire originates on the right of way because it 
is in a foul or neglected condition, the company is liable. - 

In the present case the Judge charged that if the state of facts, stated 
under the first head, occurred, to wit, that the sparks were emitted by 
a defective spark-arrester, the jury should find the first issue “Yes.” 
The jury so found. We do not see that the defendant has any cause to 
complain that the second head, the alleged negligence from allowing the 
accumulation of shavings on the right of way, was not also presented. 
The plaintiff alone could complajn of that. If the fire was set by reason 
of a defective spark-arrester, it was immaterial whether or not the de- 
fendant allowed an accumulation of inflammable material on the right of 
way. Under the charge of the Court on the second issue, the jury found — 
that the plaintiff was not responsible for the accumulation of shavings, 
or, if it was, that the proximate cause was the defective spark-arrester. 

The Court properly charged that if the fire was set out by 
the locomotive, the burden was on the defendant to show that (326) 
_it was equipped with a proper spark-arrester—a matter peculiarly 
within its knowledge. 13 A. and E. (2 Ed.), 498, which cites the Eng- 
lish, Federal and State cases. | 


No Error. 


Cited: Whitehurst v. R. R., 146 N. C., 592; Deppe v. RB. R., 152 | 
N. C., 83; Currie v. BR. R., 156 N. os 493 : Hardy v. Lumber Co., 160 


N.C, 118. 


a 


259 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. — ([148 





BANK v. Hay. 





BANK v. HAY. 
. (Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


Principal and Agent—Contracts by Agent—Liability of Paling patoener= 
“Negotiable Instruments—A uthority to Draw—Acceptance—Correspondence. 


1. When one deals with an agent, it behooves him to ascertain correctly 
the scope and extent of his authority to contract for and in behalf of 
his alleged principal. 

2. The principal is Hable upon a contract duly made by his agent with a 

third person: (1) When the agent acts within the scope of his actual 
authority; (2) when the contract, although unauthorized, has been 
ratified; (3) when the agent acts within the scope of his apparent 
authority, unless the third person has notice that the agent is ex- 
ceeding his authority. 

3. The principal may also, in certain cases, be estopped to deny that a person 

is his agent and clothed with competent authority or that his agent has 
acted within the scope of the authority which the nature of the par- 
ticular transaction makes it necessary for him to have. | 


4. The authority to draw, accept or endorse bills, notes and checks will not 
readily be implied as an incident to the express authority ef an agent.. 
It must ordinarily be conferred expressly, but it may be implied if the 
' execution of the paper is a necessary incident to the business, that is, 
if the purpose of the agency cannot otherwise be accomplished. 


5. A letter written within a reasonable time before or after the date of a bill 
of exchange, describing it in terms not to be mistaken,-and promising 
to accept it, is, if shown to the person who afterwards takes the bill on 
the credit of the letter, a virtual acceptance, binding the person who 
makes the promise. 


6. Where the letters, upon which the plaintiff bank relied as authority to 
an agent to make the draft which it cashed, show that the alleged 
authority to draw wag nothing more than private instructions by the 
principal to his agent as to how he should conduct this part of the 
business, and were not to be used as a basis of credit to the agent, the 
Court properly nonsuited the plaintiff. 


(327) 
,. Action by Bank of Morganton against T. T. Hay, heard. by 0. H. 
' Allen, J., and a jury, at the June Term, 1906, of Burxz. 

The plaintiff brought this action to recover sixty dollars, the amount 
of a draft which was drawn on 16 March, 1905, by H. L. Hinson on the 
' defendant, payable to its order five days after sight. The defendant 
refused to accept and pay the draft upon the ground that Hinson had no 
- authority to draw it. The plaintiff alleged that he did have authority 
-. to draw the draft as the agent of T. T. Hay & Bro., of Raleigh, N. C., 
of which firm the defendant is a member. To show that such authority 
existed, the plaintiff introduced in evidence three ee written by T. T. 
Hay & Bro. to Hinson, as follows: 


Rarzieu, N, 0. 24 I anuary, 1905. 
H. L. Hrvson, Morganton, N.C. 
Dear Srr:—I am just in receipt of your letter, and will.say that we 
are not at all discouraged, for we know you are coming to the point with 
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some good applications soon. I had entirely overlooked your check, 
and now beg to enclose same to you. I think it will be well for you to 
draw on us at stated times or write a few days in advance and remind us 
of it in order that you may not be embarrassed. I will send you sup- 
plies asked for in your letter by tomorrow’s mail. 3 


Yours very iruly, 
ie be I. Hay & Bro. 


RaLricn, N. C., 1 Feb., 1905. (328) 
Mr. H. L. Hinson, Morganton, Nee. 


Dear Sar:—It appears to us that you have been in Morganton long 
. enough to find out whether or not you can do any work there or not, 
and we therefore write to know what are, really, your prospects. It is 
no use, in my opinion, for an agent to stay In a town indefinitely unless 
. there is something in sight, for you have been there about three weeks 
and we have not had the pleasure of seeing a single application. Write 
me fully by return mail on this point, and let me know what we may 
expect from Morganton, and if the chances appear to be against you 
we want you to try some other place, for we must count on results and 
not what prospects may be in sight. 
Yours very truly, 
T. T. Hay & Bro., 
General Agents. 


Rarmon, N. C., 7 March, 1905. 
Mr. H. L. Hinson, :, Morganton, N.C, 


Drar Sir:—Your draft for $20 was received this a and will 
be paid, but I would like very much for you to write what the prospects 
are in Morganton, for unless you do something pretty soon the advance 
~ account will be so large that you will be unable to make it up the way 

of commissions. We do not mind spending money for the business if 
we get anything in return, but 1t does not appear to me a good propo- 
sition for you to spend several months in one place with no prospect of 
sufficient business to cover the outlay; therefore, I am writing you again 
this morning to let me hear from you in regard to this matter, and to 
move to another point: unless en have some ‘good business absolutely in 
sight. Yours very truly, 

+ TT. T. Hay & Bro., 
General Agents. 


The three letters were the only ones selected by the plaintiff 
from all the letters in the correspondence between Hay & Bro. -(829) 
and Hinson which were produced by the defendant upon notice 
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from the plaintiff, and were the only letters seen by the plaintiff or its 
cashier prior to the drawing of the draft. | | | 
_  W. E, Walker, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: “I am cashier of 
-. the Bank of Morganton, and was on 16 March, 1905. I knew H. L. 
Hinson, who was an insurance agent fn preeniee the Phenix Life In- 
surance Company. He was here about three months. © On 16 March, 
1905, I cashed a draft for him, which was drawn on T. T. Hay & Bro., © 
of Raleigh, of which firm the defendant was a member. The draft was 
- for sixty dollars. |The witness produced the draft in suit.] I cashed 
this draft on the faith of a letter written by T. T. Hay & Bro. to H.-L. 


. , Hinsom which Mr. Hinson showed me. This letter was dated 24 Janu- 


ary, 1905. On the faith of the statements contained: in this letter I 
cashed this draft, and T. T. Hay & Bro. refused to pay same. Hinson | 
while in Morganton showed me two other letters from T. T. Hay & Bro. | 
{Letters of 1 February, 1905, and 7 March, 1905.| I saw these three . 
letters from Messrs. T. T. Hay & Bro. to Mr. Hinson before I cashed © 
his draft.” | 

Here plaintiff proposed to show that at the time said draft was drawn 
by Hinson and cashed by the bank, that Hinson stated to witness that 
he needed the sixty dollars for his expenses as agent’ for the defendant. 

Plaintiff also proposed to prove by the witness that prior to this’ time 
he had cashed several drafts drawp by said Hinson on T. T. Hay & 
Bro., and that said drafts had always been paid. 

Plaintiff also proposed to prove that the said Hinson stated to Witness | 
at the time the sixty-dollar draft was cashed that he needed the money 
to pay his expenses to Asheville and while at.that point as agent. 

Plaintiff also proposed to prove that in general appearance and 
(830) demeanor Hinson appeared to be a gentleman. 
All this evidence was objected to, and excluded by the Court, 
and the plaintiff excepted. 

Continuing, the witness testified: “I had a conversation with T. T. 
Hay, one of the members of T. T. Hay & Bro., some time in the month 
- of October, 1905, about this matter. Mr. Hay told me in the conversa- 
tion that Hinson had been his agent and had gotten the best of him. I 
_ cashed this draft on the faith of the defendant’s letter to Hinson, dated 
24 January, 1905, and because similar prior drafts had been paid.” 

At the close of the evidence defendant moved for judgment as of non- 
suit under the statute. The motion was sustained, and judgment of non- 
suit was entered. The plaintift excepted and appealed. 


S. J. Hrvin for the plaintiff. 
Avery & Avery for the defendant. 
| WALKER, J., after stating the case: There isa general rule that when 
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' one deals with an agent it behooves him to ascertain correctly the scope 
and extent of his authority to contract for and in behalf of his alleged: 
principal, for under any other rule it is said every principal would be 
at the mercy of his agent however carefully he might limit his authority. 
_ The power of an agent is not unlimited unless in some way it either 
expressly or impliedly appears to be so, and the person who proposes to 
contract with him as agent for his princi should first inform himself 
where his authority stops or how far his commission goes, before he 
closes the bargain with him. Boggs v. Ins. Co., 88 N. C., 141; Fergu- _ 
son v. Mfg. Co., 118 N. C., 946. oo 
' The principal is held to be hable upon a contract duly made by his 
agent with a third person: 1. When the agent acts within the _ 
scope of his actual authority. 2. When the contract, although (331) 
unauthorized, has ‘been ratified. 3. When the agent acts within | 
the scope of his apparent authority, unless the third person has notice 
that the agent is exceeding his authority, the term “apparent authority” 
including the power to do whatever is usually done and necessary to be 
_ done in order to carry into effect the principal power conferred upon the 
“agent and to transact the business or to execute the commission which 
has been entrusted to him;‘and the principal cannot restrict his own ha- | 
bility for acts of his agent which are within the scope of his apparent 
authority by limitations thereon of which the person dealing with his 
agent has not notice. The principal may also, in certain cases, be 
estopped to deny that a person 1s his agent and clothed with competent 
authority, or that his agent has acted within the scope of this authority 
_ which the nature of the particular transaction makes it necessary for 
him to have. Tiffany on Agency, 180, et seq.; Biggs v. Ins. Co., supra. 
The authority to draw, accept or indoss bills, notes and chess will 
not readily be implied as an incident to the express authority of an 
agent.. It must ordinarily be conferred expressly, but it may be im- 
plied if the execution of the paper is a necessary incident, to the busi- 
ness. It will not be deemed a necessary incident, though, unless the 
; purpose. of the agency cannot otherwise be accomplished. When the 
power is expressly conferred, it must be strictly pursued ;, and unless the 
apparent exceeds the actual authority of the agent, paper executed by 
him will not bind his principal if the agent materially departs from 
the terms of his authority in regard to the amount or the time of the 
_ paper or its character in other respects.. Where the power exists, it is of 
course confined to the business of the agency, and does not authorize the 
making of paper for the benefit of the agent or the making of‘ accommo- 
dation paper, and any contract so made will not be binding upon 
the principal, unless it may be he has in some way precluded (332) 
himself from pleading the want or excess of authority or from 
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otherwise repudiating the act of. his agent. Tiffany on Agency, p. 


— 915, see. 48, 


When applying the general principles in the law of agency to the case 
of an agent who draws a check or draft on his principal in order to 
ascertain what is the lability of the principal, which is the question 
herein presented, we.may derive some aid from what this Court has 
said with special reference to the promise and corresponding legal duty 
of the principal to ‘accept and honor the paper, in, adopting the general 
rule as laid down by Chief Justice Marshall, for the Court, in Coolidge 
*w.4Payson, 2 Wheaton, 66, in regard to liability on commercial paper. 
When speaking of the distinction attempted to be drawn by some of the 
courts between a promise to accept made before and one made after the 
bill is drawn, the Court says: “The Court can perceive no substantial 
reason for this distinction. The prevailing inducement for considering 
a promise to accept, as an acceptance, is that credit is thereby given to 
the bill. Now this credit is given as entirely by a letter written before 
the date of the bill as by one written afterwards.” The general 
rule is then declared in these words: “Upon a review of the cases 
which are reported, the Court is of opinion that a letter written» 
within a reasonable time before or after the date of a bill of exchange, 
describing it in terms not to be mistaken, and promising to accept lt, is, 
-if shown to the person who afterwards takes the bill on the credit of the 
letter, a virtual acceptance, binding the. person who makes the promise.” 
Nimocks v. Woody, 97 N. C., 5. Decisions of courts of high authority 
are cited in that case to sustain the rule. It had been formerly decided 
otherwise in England by the Court of Exchequer in the leading case of 
Bank v. Archer, 11 M. & W., 388, and also by some of the courts of this 
country, and they held that a promise made in writing to accept 

(333) and pay a draft, yet to be drawn, for a specified amount, and 
communicated to one who, upon the faith of the promise, be- 

comes the payee of it, when drawn for value, is not an acceptance in 
law, so that an aioe. upon the draft can be etaned by the holder | 
for value. But the rule here, as we have shown, has been settled the 
other way, and the original English rule seems to have been the same 
way. Pullans v. Van Microp, 3 Burr, 1663; Person v. Dunlop, Cowp., 
57 L.; Mason v. Hunt, Doug., 984, 287; Byles on Bills (16 Ed.), 260; 
though it was somewhat modified later by confining the liability of the 


drawee, who had given the authority to draw, to the person who was. 


intended to take the bill on the credit of a promise to accept, Miln v. 
Prest, 4 Campb., 393; resulting finally in the doctrine as stated in 
Bank v. Archer, ame and Johnson v. Collins, 1 East, 98. See, also, 
Eaton & Gilbert on Com. Paper, sees. 147 and 148. In applying this 
principle, it has been said that, first, the promise to accept and pay 
should be made within a reasonable time before the bill i is drawn, for 


264 


N.C.) ‘FALL TERM, 1906. 


BANK v. Hay. 





—= 


otherwise the drawer will be presumed to have declined to act on the 
- authority granted him to draw, and the drawee will not be construed to 
‘have intended an indefinite liability; and second, the promise must so 
describe the bill that there can be no doubt of its application to it. 1 
Daniel Neg. Instr. (5 Ed.), séc. 560. Mr. Daniel says, also, that high 
authorities go further, and declare that the promise must put its finger, 
so to speak, upon the epetine bill; and that otherwise, if the promise be 
broken, the promisor may be sued by the drawer for breach of the prom-. 
ise to accept; but he cannot be sued by. any one as acceptor. It is fur- 
ther said that while it should clearly appear that the bill corresponds to 
the promise (and is therefore protected by the authority), it is not per- 
ceived that there should be required any nicety of description or exact 
correspondence between the two, either as to number, amount, 
date, or otherwise. “The hirden of proof is upon the holder to (334) 
establish that by comparing the face of the bill with the promise, | 
_ or the bill in connection with the transaction in which it,is drawn with 
the promise, that it comes fairly and reasonably within its terms. This 
done, there can be no reason why the promisor may not be sued as an ac- 
ceptor, as well as for breach of promise to accept. In either case the cor- 
respondence of the bill with the promise must be proved, and a cause of 
action existing there does not seem to be any sufficient reason for deter- 
mining that the character of the proof must shape its form, and also de- 
termine whether it shall be brought by the holder of the bill who has 
taken it on the faith of the promise, or by the drawer, whose just expecta- 
tions have been disappointed. The doctrine that the drawer may sue for. 
breach of promise to accept when the bill is not accurately described in 
the promise, but that such promise does not operate as an acceptance, has 
been well said to rest on a distinction without a difference.” 1 Daniel 
Neg. Instr. (5 Ed.), sec, 561. This is, he says, the doctrine as formulated 
in the decisions of several of the States, New York among them, when . 
citing and commenting upon Coolidge v. Payson, 2 Wheaton, 66; ibid., 
secs. 560, 561, and 562, where the cases are collected and examined. 
Bank v. McFarlan, 5 Hil (N. ¥.), 482, and 3 Denio, 553; Bank v. 
Burleigh, 74 Hun., 400; Parker v. Grecnice: 2 Wend., B48 Greenlee v. 
Parker, 5 Wend., 414; Bank v. Ely, 17 Wend., 508. Thia view, he fur- 
ther says, is admirably stated in Nelson v. Bank, 48 Ill., 39, in which 18 
cited as an authority in point the case of Bissell v. Lewis, 4 Mich., 450. 
See, also, Lonsdale v. Bank, 18 Ohio, 126; Russell v. Wiggin, 2 Story, 
213; Cassel v. Dows, 1 Blatchf., 33 3B: Storer v. Logan, 9 Mass., 55; 
Brinkman v. Hunter, 73 Mo., 172. : 

Let us now consider the propostion een in this case in ihe hght 
of the foregoing principles. We do not think it can make any 
material difference whether we test it by the law of agency or by (335) 
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that of negotiable instruments—the result must be the same in either 
case. Nor is it necessary to adopt as law in this State the view 
expressed by Mr. Daniel, in. regard to Coolsdge v. Payson, in so far as it 
may be at variance with the principle as stated in that case, or may seem 
to go beyond it. Even in that view we must reach the same es 
sion. 7 
The plaintiff’s cashier renee that while he had seen iis paces of I 
February, 1905, and 7 March, ‘1905, “be cashed the draft on the faith 
of the defendants letter to enaen dated 24 January, 1905, and because 
similar prior drafts had been paad. » He was not, therefore, misled to the 
prejudice of the bank by anything that is said in the two letters of Feb- 
ruary and March. They may, though, be still considered on the ques- 
tion of the authority of Hinson to draw the draft. There is one thing 
that appears prominently in those two letters, namely, the fact that Hay 
& Co. were not pleased with the prospect of ‘their agency at Morganton 
and were contplaining of the agent’s failure to secure any business, 
while the expense account had grown until it had about reached the 
limit justified by any reasonable expectation of commissions to offset it 
or to cover the outlay. They also furnish the only evidence we have of 
the usual amount of the agent’s drafts on his principal, to wit, twenty © 
dollars. After all this, Hinson, just one week from the date of the last 
letter, draws the draft in suit for three times the amount of his last 
draft, and for expenses, not already incurred, but those likely to arise 
thereafter in another place. The case shows that all of the letters in the 
correspondence were delivered to plaintiff in response to his, notice to 
produce them, and he selected only the three which were put in evidence. 
The letter of 7 March, 1905, calls upon Hinson to give an account of 
| his agency, but it does not appear that he did so, nor is it shown 
(336) that he ever was instructed to go to Asheville, or notified Hay 
& Bro., of his intention to do so or of his. purpose to draw on 
them for $60. Jt is true the cashier testified that similar drafts had 
before been paid. When, to whom, and for what amount? If to this 
bank and for as much as sixty dollars, or anything approximating that 
~ amount, why were they not: produced ! They may have been similar 
in other respects, without being at all identical in amount. Let it be 
assumed, for the sake of argument, that the payment of prior drafts was 
eeidenee of the agent’s authority to draw this one, which may be ques- 
tioned (Marriner. v. Lumber Co., 118 N. ©., 52), unless the facts estab-. 
_ lished such a course of dealing between the Hairties theretofore as would 
lead a reasonably prudent man to believe that the agent possessed the 
requisite authority, or, in other words, as would give him the apparent | 


authority, or estop the alleged principal from denying that ‘he had full 


authority. Hay v. Assn., ante, 256; McGraw v. Ins. Co., 78 N. C., 
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149; Story on Agency, secs. 95 and 260. Hay & Bro. could not have 
known from the face of the drafts thus paid by them that they had been 
cashed by the plaintiff bank, as that fact would not be indicated on the 
draft. If they had been forwarded through the bank at Morganton to 
a bank at Raleigh, merely for collection, they would present the same 
appearance when received by Hay & Bro. as if they had been cashed by 
the plaintiff bank. The principal might be willing to give his agent 
- authority to draw for his expenses, provided. he forwarded the drafts 
for collection, when he would not risk such an authority with the agent 
if his drafts were to be cashed by a bank. In the latter case, the prin- 
cipal might be cut off from defense against his agent which in the 
former he would have. | 

‘Without specifying the particular advantages ‘the principal would 
have when the dealings are confined strictly between himself. 
and his agent without the intervention of a third party, we may (337) 
say generally that the doctrine of apparent authority or of 
estoppel would not enter into such a business relation to the prejudice 
of the principal where no actual authority existed. The principal could 
also take advantage of the state of his account between himself and his 
agent, or of the agent’s misconduct, and there are other conceivable 
defenses he might have against the agent which would not on him as 
against an innocent third party. | 

We have referred to this view of the case for the purpose of, remark- 
ing that the correspondence between Hay & Bro. and their agent, Hinson, 
seems to confer an authority, not to have drafts on them cashed at a | 
bank, but to draw for his expenses and forward the drafts for collection. 
The letter of 24 Jan. clearly shows this to have been what was meant. 
~The only object in having him draw at stated intervals was to remind 
Hay & Bro. that the installment for expenses was due, for in that letter 
‘they. tell him to draw or to write a few days in advance so that they — 
would be reminded to send the check. The letters show that the alleged _ 
authority to draw was nothing more than private instructions by Hay © 
& Bro. to their ae as to how he should conduct this pare of the busi- 
ness. 

The power to ad the principal by the maine or endorine of nego- 
tiable paper is an important one, not lightly to be inferred. It should 
be conferred directly, unless by necessary implication the duties of the | 
agent cannot be performed without the exercise of the power, or where, 
as otherwise expressed, the power is practically indispensable to accom- 
plish the object of the agency, and the person: dealing with the agent 
must, subject to the principles heretofore stated, ste to it that his au- 
thority-is adequate. Mechem on Agency (1889) , secs. 389-393. We 
cannot read the correspondence to be found in this case without being 
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convinced that there was enough upon its face‘to put the plain- 
(838) tiff bank upon its guard and to cause an inquiry to be made into 

the agent’s authority before cashing his draft. Further, we 
'. think that the instructions were intended to be private and confidential 
and not as the basis of credit to be extended to the agent nor as an au- — 
thority to-him to obtain cash from a bank upon drafts to be drawn by 
him, nor by fair and reasonable implication did they authorize Hinson . 
to make the draft in question. By comparing the correspondence with 
the draft, the latter appears at least to be a little out of the ordinary 
and should have excited suspicion as to the agent’s assumption of au- 
thority to draw. . 

It follows: from all we have said that the plaintiffs right to recover 
can be maintained neither upon any well-settled principle in the law of 
agency nor yet upon any in the law of negotiable instruments, either 
before or since the adoption of our statute, Revisal, ch. 54. 

There was certainly no harm done the plaintiff when the Court ex- 
cluded the proposed evidence as to what the agent stated at the time he 
drew the draft and received the money thereon, namely, that he needed 
the money to pay his expenses at Asheville while there as agent. His 
Honor took the correct view of the case and properly directed a nonsuit 
upon the evidence. 


No Error. 


——« Ctted: ~=Swindell v. Latham, 145 N. ©, 149; Metal. Co. v. R. R., 1b., 

297; Bank v. Ins. Co., 150 N. C., 774; Baa. v. Drug Co., 152 N. C., 

146; Bowers v. Lumber Co., Ib. 608: Thompson . Power Co.. 154 
N. C., 20; Williams v. R. R., 155 N. C., 271; Trollinger v. Fleer, 157 
N. C., 88; Hall v. Presnell, [b., 292; Bank v. Ou Co., Ib., 312; Stephens 
v. Lumber Co., 160 N. C., 112; Dewberry v. R. R., Ib., 160; Bank »v. 
McEwen, Ib., 420; Latham v. Field, 163 N. C., 360 Wynn v. Grant, 
166 N. C.,, aT. , 





(339) _ | | 
PARKER v. INSURANCE COMPANY. 


(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


Appeal and Error—Presumptions—Findings of Fact—Insurance Companies— 
Service of Summons—Fire Policy—Inconsistent Defenses—Iron-safe Clause 
—Proofs of Loss—N onsuit—Limitation of Actions. 


1. An exception to the Court’s refusal to dismiss an action against a jercien 
insurance company ‘because the summons was not served on the State 
insurance Commissioner as required by Revisal, section 4750, cannot 
be sustained, where the trial Judge found no facts and it does not 
appear affirmatively that the company is scenes to do business in 
this State. 
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2. In the absence of any statement of the facts by the trial Judge, this Court 
must presunmte, in support of his ruling, which is presumed to be cor- 
rect, that he found as a fact that the defendant was not duly licensed, 
and that Revisal, section 4750, did not apply, but that the process had 
been properly served under Revisal, section 440. . 


3. Upon a motion to dismiss an action because the summons had not been 
properly served, the defendant had the right to have the facts stated 
by the Judge, but in the absence of any request to the Judge so to do, 
his failure to state them was not error. 

4. In an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, the defendant 

. having denied its liability to the plaintiff on the pqglicy by alleging. 
that there was a violation of the Iron-safe Clause, whereby the policy 
became null and void, it cannot now successfully plead the failure of 
the plaintiff to file proofs of loss and defeat his recovery, as the de- 
fense is inconsistent with that of noncompliance with the Iron- safe 
Clause. 

5. In an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, where the 
Tron-safe Clause allows thirty days for making the inventory and the 
books are not required to be opened until the inventory is completed, 
the defendant cannot avail itself of any alleged violation of any pro- 
vision in the Iron-safe Clause, where the fire occurred within thirty 
days after the policy was issued. 

6. Under Revisal, section 4809, which provides that no insurance company 
shall limit the time within which an action may be commenced to 
less than one year after the accrual of the cause of action, or to less 
than six months from the time a nonsuit is taken in an action brought 
upon the policy within the time originally prescribed, where a suit 
was commenced upon the policy in controversy within twelve months 
after the accrual of the cause of action, and a nonsuit was taken, but the 
record in that case, which was put in evidence, does not show when 
the nonsuit was entered, it will be presumed, in favor of the Court’s 
ruling, to have appeared that it was done within six months prior to 
the date on which this action was commenced. 


(340) 


Action by W. P. Parker and another against Continental Insurance 
Company, heard by O..H. Allen, J., and a jury, at the June Term, 1906, 
of Burke. * | 

This action was brought to recover the sum of $1,500 alleged to be 
due on a fire insurance policy, issued 8 November, 1901, by the defend- 
ant to the plaintiff, on a stock of goods, which were destroyed by fire 
18 November, 1901. The summons was issued 14 May, 1904, and served 
on Avery & Ervin, local agents of the defendant company at ‘Morganton. 
The defendant entered a special appearance and moved to dismiss the 
action because the summons had not been properly served and the de- 
fendant was not therefore before the Court. This motion was based on 
the ground that the defendant is a foreign corporation, and the summons 
should therefore have been served on the State Insurance Commissioner 
as required by Laws 1903, ch. 438, sec. 6 (Revisal, sec. 4750), where 
such a company has been licensed to do business in this State. The 
_ Court overruled the motion, but, without finding any facts.. Defendant 


excepted to ) the a 
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‘The defendant denied its liability on the policy, v upon these several | 
| sande 

1. That no proofs of loss had been filed, the policy providing that the. 
loss shall not be payable until sixty days after such proofs have been 
received. 

2. ‘That the plaintitt had not complied with the provisions of the iron- - 
safe clause contained in the policy, by making an inventory of the stock 

of goods, and keeping a set of books showing a complete record of 

(341) the business and by preserving the inventory and books securely 

locked in a fire-proof safe. The policy requires the inventory to 

be taken within thirty days after the date of the policy, unless one had 

already been made within the twelve months prior thereto, and directs 
that the books shall show the condition of the business from the date 

of the inventory. | 

3. That this action was brought on 7 May, 1904, nearly two years. 
and a half after the fire, which occurred on 18 November, 1901, whereas 
the policy requires that any action thereon shall be commenced within 
twelve months next after the fire. A suit for the same cause of action 
was brought 26 February, 1902, in which it appears, at least infer- 
entially, that a nonsuit was taken and this action was brought within 
six months afterwards. 

There was evidence tending to show that proofs of loss were filed with 
the company’s agent in January or February, 1902, and that $20 had 
been paid to the agent, it. being the balance due on the premium, and 
also evidence as to the loss and the value of the goods which had been 
destroyed by the fire. The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff, and 
from the judgment thereon the defendant appealed. 


J. F. Spainhour for the plaintiff. 
Avery & Ervin for the defendant. : 


Wavxer, J., after stating the case: The motion to dismiss the action 
was properly denied. The Revisal, sec. 4750, does require service of 
legal process upon any foreign insurance company, licensed to do busi- 
ness in this State, to be made by leaving the same with the Insurance 
Commissioner, and it provides that in such a.case no other service shall 
be valid. But it does not appear affirmatively in this case that the de- 
fendant is a licensed company. In the absence of any statement of the 
| facts by the presiding Judge, we mnust assume that he found such 

(342) faets as would sustain his ruling. Whitehead v. Hale, 118 N. 
C., 601. Error in the decisions of the lower Court is never pre- 
sumed tere. but the contrary, and he who alleges such error must show 
it. The defendant had the right to have the facts stated by the Judge, 
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but in the absence of any request from it to the Judge so to do, the fail- 

ure to do so was not error. Muillhiser v. Balsley, 106 N. C., 483; Holden 
uv. Purefoy, 108 N. C., 163; Carter v. Rountree, 109 N. C., 29; Smith 
v. Whitten, 117 N. C., 389. We must, therefore, presume that his 
Honor found as a fact that the defendant was not duly licensed and that . 
section 4750 of the Revisal did not apply, but that the process had been 
“properly served under the Revisal, section 440. There may be a pre- 
sumption that the defendant was licensed, as the law never presumes 
a wrong to have been committed or that a person willfully violates the 
law, and even if it exists.it is not a conclusive presumption, but may be | 
rebutted ; and we must again assume that the Judge found that it was — 
contrary to the fact. In Fisher v. Ins. Co., 186°N. C., 218, it was 
admitted that the defendant was not licensed and that the Act of 1903, 
ch. 438 (Revisal, sec. 4750), did not therefore apply. But that case is,. 
‘in principle, an authority for our ruling in this one, though the service | 
was there made on the secretary of the Corporation Commission, as we 
- assume in this case the existence of a fact which was admitted in that 
case. 

The Aeenaaal having denied its liability to the plaintiff on the policy 
by alleging that there was a violation of the iron-safe clause; whereby 
the policy became null and void, it cannot now successfully plead the 
failure of the plaintiff to file proofs of loss and defeat his recovery. It 
cannot blow hot and cold, so to speak, at one and the same time.. When 
it insists that proofs should have been filed, it asserts, of course, the 
validity of the policy; for why file proofs of loss under a void 
policy? There can be no loss under’ such a policy. This defense,’ (343) ° 
therefore, is inconsistent with that of noncompliance with the 
-iron-safe clause, which implies that the policy is invalid. The one neces- 
sarily excludes the other, and in the sense that an election must be made 
between them. This is a most just and reasonable rule, and we have 
held, in accordance with it, that a denial of liability by a fire insurance 
company dispenses with the necessity of filing proofs of loss. Gerringer 


v. Ins. Co., 1838 N. C., 407. If the plaintiff had made the required ~ 


‘proof, he would have been met with the denial by the defendant of any — 
liability whatever for the loss. It would be unjust to permit the com- 
pany thus to trifle with a policyholder. We are not speaking of incon- 
sistent pleas, which are allowable, but of defenses which are in substance 
opposed to each other. 

The defendant is not any more fortunate in its next defense. It 
appears that the policy was issued on 8 November, 1901, and the fire 
occurred on 18 November, 1901, within the thirty Mave after the 
policy was issued. The iron-safe clause allows thirty days for making 
the inventory, and the books are not required to be. opened until the 
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inventory is completed, for the record of the business, as shown by the ~ 
books, must date from the completion of the inventory, or from the 
expiration of the thirty days allowed in making it. So the full time 
for doing neither one of these acts had elapsed when the fire occurred. 
We have decided in a case having all the essential features of this one, 
so far as this defense is concerned,.that in such circumstances the de- 
fendant cannot set up any breach of the stipulations in the iron-safe 
clause, because there has been no such breach and could not have been 
any. Bray v. Ins. Co., 139 N. C., 390. 
The remaining position of the defendants 1s equally untenable. This 
action was commenced within six months after the discontinuance of the 
former action upon the same policy, even if it. had been discon- 
(344) tinued, which does not appear very clearly in the record. The 
Revisal, sec. 4809, provides that no insurance company shall 
limit the time within which an action may be commenced to less than 
one year after the accrual of the ‘cause of action, or to less than six 
months from the time a nonsuit is taken in an action brought upon the 
policy within the time originally prescribed. Such a stipulation in the 
policy is a contractual limitation, and has been held by this Court to 
be valid’ when it does not conflict with any provision of the statute. 
Dibbrell v. Ins. Co., 110 N. C., 193; Muse v. Assurance Co., 108 N. C., 
240. But the law has been changed by the Legislature, as we have 
shown, since the decision in Muse’s case, in which it was held that the. 
suit must be brought within twelve months after the loss occurred and 
not afterwards, and it must be the same suit which was commenced 
‘ within that period and prosecuted to judgment, and not a new suit 
brought upon nonsuit taken in a former action which was itself begun 
within the twelve months. Revisal, sec. 4809. In this case the facts 
- are that a suit was commenced within the twelve months and a nonsuit 
taken therein, but when it was entered is not distinctly shown. The 
record in the action “in which the nonsuit was entered” was put in 
evidence, but it does not accompany the transcript. We must assume 
‘that it appeared from that record, and the one in the present case, that 
this suit was brought within six months after the nonsuit, because that 
finding of fact sustains the Court’s ruling, and we do not presume error, 
as we have already said in considering a former exception. 
The defenses set up in this case are of an extremely technical char- 
_ acter. They were sufficient, indeed, if they had been supported by the 
necessary proof, and the defendant, for its own protection, had a per- 
fect right to plead them. But we will not make any inferences in its 
favor.in order to supply defects in the evidence. So far as the merits 
of the defenses are concerned, it seems that there was some evi- 
(345) dence for the jury upon the question of waiver, which his Honor 
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submitted to them, and they have found against the defendant. But 
however this may be, it does appear that the plaintiff has paid the 
consideration for the insurance and has sustained a loss, and that he has ~ 
substantially complied with the terms and conditions of the policy. 
When this is shown, and there has been good faith on the part of the 
insured, there is no reason why the law should require anything more. 


Wilea. Ins. Co., 79 N. C., 285. 
No Error. 


Cited: Caggins v. Ins. Co., 144 N. C., 10; Heilig v. Ins. Co,, 152 
N. C., 360; Huggins v. Waters, 154 N. C., 446 ; Milhnery Co. v. Ins. 
Co., 160 N. C., 135. 





| : | (346) 
STEADMAN v. STEADMAN. 


(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


Ejectment—Estoppel—Wills—Probate—Limitations—Declarations of Grantor 
—Hvidence—Construction of Will, 


1. Where the jury, by their verdict, have established that both plaintiff and 
defendant claim the land in controversy under the same testator, the 
defendant is, for the purposes of this action, estopped from questioning 
the title of the common grantor. 

2. Where in an action of ejectment it appears that the testator died in 1857, 
and there was an attempted probate of his will at that time which was 
invalid because it did not comply with the law as it then existed, the 
will, upon a second probate in 1906 in compliance with the require- 
ments of Revisal, section 3127, clause 3, having been duly recorded, was 
properly admitted as evidence. 

3. In the absence of some statute to the contrary, there is no limit upon the 
time after a testator’s death within which a will may be proven, and 
when duly proven it relates back to the death of the testator so as to 
vest title from that date as between the parties who claim under it. 


4. In an action of ejectment, a party who claims under a deed from a devisee 

in a will cannot question the validity of the probate of the will. 

5. In an action of ejectment, the declarations of defendant’s grantor while 
in possession of the property to the effect that she held under the will 
of her father, are competent as characterizing and accompanying the 
possession of the declarant. | | 

- 6. Where a will provided, “It is my will that my eldest daughter, Susannah, 

and my son James shall have a certain tract of land lying on the 
waters of Dills’ Creek, to be equally divided in value between them; 
and then also one other tract lying on the waters of Jarrett’s Creek. 
It is my will that my son John and daughters Mary and Margaret be 
equal sharers in said tract of land during their natural life’: Held, 
that all of the devisees being dead, the heirs at law of James and 
Susannah are the owners of the entire interest in the second or Jarrett 
tract, and the Court erred in holding that the testator died intestate 
as to this tract: after a life-interest therein to his children. 
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Action of ejectment by Sarah Steadman and others against W. R. 
Steadman and others, heard by Justice, J., and a jury, at the April » 
Term, 1906, of Ruruerrorp. | | 

There was evidence offered showing: — 

That Joseph Steadman died in Rutherford County in 1857, leaving 
a last will and testament, signed J oseph (X) Steadman, and: witiesced | 
by two subscribing witnesses. 

That Joseph Steadman left six children and heirs at law: Susannah 
and James A. Steadman, John, Sarah, Margaret, and Mary Steadman. 

That all the devisees mentioned in the will were dead at the time of 
the action brought; John, Sarah, Mary, and Margaret having died 
without issue. 

At the death of Margaret, she left a last will and testament devising 
her property to her sister Mary, who died not long before the institution 
of this suit. 

The tract of land, the subject of this controversy, is the eee or 
150-acre tract mentioned in the will of Joseph Steadman, and the lan- 
guage of the will pertinent to the questions involved as follows: 

“Jt is my will that my eldest daughter, Susannah, and my son 
(347) James A.,, shall have a certain tract of land containing one 
hundred | ares lying on the waters of Dill’s Creek, to be equally 
divided in value between them, and then also’one other tract containing 
one hundred and fifty acres, lying on the waters of Jarrett’s Creek. It 
is my will that my son J ohn and daughters Mary and Margaret be equal 
sharers in said tract of land during their natural life. It is my will 
that my daughter Sarah shall have equal in value with my son John — 
and daughters Mary and Margaret, to be paid out of the other portion 
of my estate, due allowances to be made by my daughter Susannah and 
son James A. and daughter Sarah for property already received. And 
all other property (except the mare which I now own) to be equally 
divided between my son John and daughters Mary and Margaret.” — | 

The plaintiffs, who claim the land under this will, are the children 
and heirs at law of Susannah and J ames A., two of the devisees named 
in the will. 

The defendants claim under a deed from Mary, one af the devisees 
named in the will. | 

Tssues were submitted that were e responded to by the jury as follows: 

1. Did John Steadman, Margaret Steadman and Mary Steadman 
claim title to the land described | in the complaint under Joseph Stead- . 
man? Answer: Yes. 

2, Are the plaintiffs the owners in fee and entitled to the possession 
of the land described in the complaint? Answer: Yes; éleven- - 
fifteenths. | 3 
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8. Is the defendant in the unlawful and wrongful possession thereof # 
Answer: Yes. > 

4. What damages, if any, have plaintifis sustained by reason of de: 
fendant’s wrongful and unlawful possession % Answer: Fifteen dollars | 
for each year; total, $30. | 

On the verdict, the Court gave judgment i in favor of plaintiffs 


‘for eleven-fifteenths of the land in controversy. — - (348) 


Both plaintiffs and defendants excepted and appealed.. 


= Gallert for Anan , | 
McBrayer & McBrayer and B. A. J ustice. for defendant. 


DEFENDANTS’. APPEAL. 


Hoxz, J., after stating the case: The jury, by their Seedice — 
- established that both plaintiffs and defendants claim the land in con- 
troversy under Joseph Steadman, the alleged testator, the defendants 
are, for the purposes of this action, estopped from questioning the title 
of the common grantor; and can, in any event, only claim the estate that 
may have come to them by reason of the deed from Mary Steadman, 
the devisee, or one of the heirs at law of her father, the said Joseph. _ 
Defendants object to the validity of this trial, and assign for error: 
1. That the Court admitted in evidence the paper-writing purporting | 
to be the last will and testament of Joseph Steadman. This paper- 
writing bearing date 28 November, 1857, signed by Joseph (X) Stead- 
man and attested by two witnesses, J oseph Owens and Drewry Mc- 
Daniel, when offered as evidence, had thereon two probates, one bearing 
date December, 1857, in which it is shown that “Drewry McDaniel, one 
of the subscribing witnesses, upon being duly qualified, proved the due 
and solemn execution of the will; and the second, bearing date 12 
April, 1906, set out wm extenso in the record, and in all things complying 
with the requirements of Revisal 1905, sec. 3127, clause 3, which pro- | 
vide& as follows: 
“Tn all cases where the testator executed the will by. aigbine his mark, 
- and where any one or more of the subscribing witnesses are dead or 
reside. out of the State, or are insane or otherwise incompetent. 
to testify, it shall not be necessary to prove the handwriting of (349) 
the testator, but proof of the handwriting of the subscribing wit- 
ness or witnesses so dead, absent, insane or a shall be suf- 
ficient.” | | 
The first: probate was invalid, hecatise at the time it was aoe proof 
by one of the subscribing witnesses, without more, was not sufficient — 
proof of a will. This was all that had been required under the Revised | 
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Statutes for proof of a will in common form in the first instance; Re- 
vised Statutes, ch. 122, sec. 6; but the Revised Code, which went into 
effect on 1 January, 1856, required that a written will with witnesses 
should be proved by the oath of two of the subscribing witnesses, if 
living, ete. Revised Code, ch. 119, sec. 15. 

At the time the will was proven, The Code had seobably not been 
universally distributed; or, what is more likely, the Courts of Pleas 
and Quarter Sessions had not become familiar with the changed method. 

Whatever may have been the reason, the first probate did not’ comply 
with the law as it then existed; and, standing alone, would not justify 
the admission of the will in evidence. 

The plaintiff, recognizing that this prohdie a was not in compliance 
with. the statute, then offered proof establishing the second probate, 
_ which in all.things complied with the requirements of the law, showing 
that one of the subscribing witnesses was dead and the other had for 
many years been a nonresident. _ 

Tt is objected to this proof that the same is too late, and cannot now 
be received ; but the authorities do not support this position. — 

Tn the absence Gf some statute to the contrary, there is no limit 
upon the time after a testator’s death within which a will may be proven. 
Gardner on Wills, p. 314. - 

In Haddock v. R. R., 146 Mass., 155, a will was admitted to probate 
sixty-three years after the death of the ‘testator. 

And while the will does not operate to pass property till 

(350) proven, as required by law, when it is so proven it relates back 

to the death of the testator so as to. vest title from that date as 

between the parties who claim under it. Underhill on Wills, 21, note 3; 

citing Graves v. Mitchell, 90 Wis., 316; Coggeshall v. Home: 18 R. i 
696. See, also, Scott v. West, 63 Wis., 529. | 

Nor does the attempt to prove the ‘will in accordance with the law 
as it formerly existed affect the present probate, which, in all things, 
complies with the present law. Morgan wv. Bass, 25 N. O., 943. 

Nor, in any event, could the probate be questioned by one who claims — 
under the will by this indirect method. London v. R. R., 88 N. C., 585, 
Hampton v. Hardin, 88 N. C.,, 592. | 

The probate of this will rane valid, and the same having been duly 
recorded, the will was properly admitted as evidence. 

Defendant further objects that the Court admitted in evidence the 
declarations of Mary Steadman while in possession of the property, to 

the effect that she held under the will of her father, Joseph. 

These declarations ‘are competent as sheen ence and accompany- — 
ing the possession of the declarant, and were also properly received. 
Nelson v. Whitfield, 82 N. C., 46; Bivins v. Gosnell, 141 N. C., 341. 


276 


N. C.] FALL TERM, 1906. 
| STEADMAN v. STEADMAN, | 


There is no reversible error to defendants’ prejudice shown in the 
— record, and on their EDpest the judgment i is affirmed. 7 
No Error. 


| /PLAINTIFYS’ APPEAL. 


Hoxgz, J. As heretofore stated, the verdict having sraplichea that 
both ‘parties claim under Joseph Steadman, and the will of Joseph 
Steadman, making some disposition of the property, having been prop- 
erly proven and admitted in evidence, the rights of the parties 
on this appeal will depend on the correct construction of this (351) 
will. 

The language of the will pertinent to the questions involved here is as 
follows: 

“Tt is my will that my eldest daughter, Susannah, and my son James, 


shall have a certain tract of land containing one hundred acres, lying _ 


in the waters of Dills’ Creek, to be equally divided in value between 
them and then also one other tract coritaining one hundred and fifty 
acres, lying on the waters of Jarrett’s Creek. It is my will that my son 
John and daughters Mary and Margaret be equal sharers in said tract 
of land during their natural life.” — 

The land in controversy, is the second, or Jarrett tract, and the Judge 
below, in construing the will, in effect decides that the testator ‘died 
intestate as to the remainder of this tract after a life-estate therein to 
his children; but we do not think this is the correct cen penn of the 
will. 

It is an accepted principle that the presumption is against intestacy. 
Underhill on Wills, 617; Blue v. Ritter, 118 N. C., 580. 

And another pence has long been incorporated into our statute law, 
that a devise to a person shall be construed to be in fee-simple unless it 
shall plainly appear that the testator intended an estate of less dignity. 
Revisal 1905, sec. 3138. 

This will, in express terms, devises the Jarrett tract of ‘ional: to Su- | 
sannah and James A. Steadman; which, under this statute, would give 
them the land in fee. And while the clause which immediately follows - 
imposes a life-estate in favor of John, Mary, and Margaret, whether’ 


_. such estate 1s to these three or to them as tenants in common with James 


and Susannah, the result is the same. The subsequent clause only 
creates a life-estate; and all of the devisees of such estate being dead, 
the children and hers at law of James and Susannah, to whom the fos 
simple was given by the prior clause, at the death or the life- 

_ tenants, became, and are now, the owners of the land. (352) 
, Mary, being only a life-tenant, her deed would only convey to | 

the grantees such estate as she had; and, on her death, which occurred 
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about six months before suit commenced, the rights of the children and 
heirs at law-of James and Susannah, who held in remainder, would 
become absolute, giving them the.title and right to the immediate pos- 
session of the property. Smthwick v. Biggs, 93. N. C., 281; Brothers 
vw. Brothers, 44 N. C., 265. 

Nor do we think the idea advanced, that hs testator evidently wished 
his children to share equally in his estate, changes the result. Such 
a general intent is sometimes helpful where the language of a will is of 
doubtful import; but an indefinite, general intent cannot avail, and is 
never allowed, to change or control a devise express Im its terms and 
without doubt as to its meaning. Crissman v. Crissman, Be N. C., 498; 
Long v. Waldraven, 113 N. C., 387. 7 

It will be noted, too, that the clauses of the will from which this gen- 
eral intent is inforred rather tend to show that such equality as was 
contemplated was intended to arise from other portions of the estate, 
and was not designed, and shotld not be permitted, to affect the con- 
struction of the devise involved in this litigation. 

The Court is of opinion, and so holds, that on the facts es a 
proper construction of the will of Joseph Steadman places the entire 
interest in the land in dispute in the plaintiffs, who are children and 
heirs at law of James A. and Susannah Steadman, and the Judge below 
should have so instructed the jury. 

For the error pointed out, there will be a new trial on the second 
issue, and it is so ordered. 


Partial New Trial. 


Cited: Boggan v. Somers, 152 N. C., 396; In re Dupree, 163 N. C., 
259, 3 - | | 





MARTIN v. BRISCOE. 
(Filed 11 December, 1906.) 


Confession of Judgment—Requisites of Affidavit—Hstoppel—Dormant Judg- 
ment—Revival—Appeal from Clerk—Practice. 


1. Confession of judgment under Revisal, section 581, requires that there 
should be a statement in writing signed by the defendant and verified 
by his oath and stating: (1) the amount for which judgment may 
be entered, and authorizing its entry; (2) if for money due, a concise 
statement of the facts out of which the debt arose, and it must show 
that the sum confessed is justly due, but the statement that the con- 
troversy is real and the proceedings in good faith is not required as a 

. is in a “controversy submitted without action.” 

2. Where the confession of judgment sets out that the amount of $893.15 
is due plaintiff by defendant for part of “bills of goods bought from 
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paintiff by defendant and received by him between 1 January, 1896, | 
and October, 1896,” and said amount is “part of bills of groceries 
pought in the time named,” this is sufficient, in the absence of any 
attack by a creditor, where the debtor himself, after an acquiescence 
of six years, is urging a defect in his own confession of judgment, 
‘with no suggestion of any fraud or imposition in securing the con- 
fession nor any denial of the debt, and neue the Judgment be held 
invalid the debt would be barred. 


_ 3. Where a motion to revive a dormant judgment was before the Judge: by 
appeal, it was optional with him to reverse the Clerk and remand the 
case to him with directions how to proceed, or himself to grant the © 
motion to revive the judgment and to order execution to issue. 


CONNOR and WALKER, J.J., dissenting. 


Action by J. 8S. Martin & Son against W. EA Briscoe, pending. in 
RUTHERFORD, and heard by Justice, J., resident Judge, on 98 PeEIemReN | 
1906. 

This was a motion ‘upon affidavit and notice to revive a doen 
judgment. The defendant had confessed uucenien: in favor of the 
plaintiff as follows: , 


Norru Carotina—Rutherford County. | v3 
In the Superior Court, November Term, 1896. ile 
J. S. Marri & Son v. W. L. Briscoe. 


That there is due from him to the plaintiffs above named the sum of 
eight hundred and twenty-three dollars and fifteen cents ($823.15). 

That the amount is partly due from defendant to plaintiffs for 
bills of goods bought from plaintiffs by the defendant and received by 
him deine the time elapsing between 1 January, 1896, and October, 
1896, and that the amount of eight hundred and twenty-three dollars 
and. fifteen cents is part for bills of groceries bought in the time named. 

And the defendant, W. L. Briscoe, hereby confesses judgment in 
favor of plaintiffs for the sum of eight hundred and twenty-three dol- 
lars and fifteen cents, and hereby authorizes the Court to enter judgment 
against him and in plaintiffs favor for the amount. é 

W. L. Briscoe, the defendant above named, being sworn, makes oath 
that the facts set forth in the foregoing confession of judgment is made 
in good faith. , : | W. LL. BrIscor. 


Sworn to and subscribed betore: me, this 14 November, 1896, 
a C. Saerrar, C. S. 0. 


On the back of same the following entry of judgment: 


Whereas the defendant, W. L. Briscoe, has filed the foregoing state- 
~-ment and affidavit, it is adjudged by the Court that the plaintiff recover 
of the defendant the sum of eight hundred and twenty-three and 15-100 
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dollars ($823.15), together with three dollars ($3) re of this confes- 
sion of judgment. — 
This 14 November, 1896. T. O. Surra, 
| Clerk Superior Court for Rutherford. 


The defendant contends that the original affidavit of W. L. - 
(355) Briscoe, the defendant, was not sufficient to authorize the entry 
of judgment by confession, and that such Judgment was void for 
the want of jurisdiction. — 
Upon hearing the cause the Clerk of the Superior Court held the 
judgment invalid and refused to revive it. On appeal, this was re- 
versed, and the defendant appealed: : 


B. A. Justice for the plaintiff. 
McBrayer d:. McBrayer for the defendant. 


Crark, C. J. This is a “judgment confessed” under Code, 570, now 
Revisal, 580, and not a “controversy submitted without action” under 
Code, 56, now Revisal, 803. Hence, the authorities cited upon the con- 
struction oi the latter section have, no application. “Confession of 
judgment” does not require, like the “submission of a controversy with- 
out action,” that the affidavit shall set out that the controversy is real 
and the proceedings are in good faith, though the latter statement is in 
fact made in the affidavit in this case. It is sufficient (Rev., 581) that 
there should be a statement in writing signed by the defendant and 
verified by his oath and stating: (1) the amount for which judgment 
may be entered,.and authorizing its entry; (2) if for money due, a con- 
cise statement of the facts out of which the debt arose, and it must show 
- that the sum confessed 1s justly due. | 

There can be no controversy raised except as to whether there 1s “a con- 
cise statement of the facts out of which the debt arose” and which “shows 
that the sumgconfessed is justly due.” The confession is not very skil- 
fully drawn, but it does set out that the amount of $823.15 is due plain- 
tiff by him for part of “bills of goods bought from plaintiffs by defend- 
ant and received by him between 1 J anuary, 1896, and October, 1896,” 
and said amount is “part of bills of groceries bought j in the time sneitied ” 

It would seem that this was a sufficient statement of “the facts 

(356) out of which the debt arose,” and “shows that the sum confessed 
is justly due,’ especially in view of the fact that there is no 
objection here to the validity of this judgment by any creditor, but it 1s 
the debtor, the defendant, who is urging a defect in his own ere of 
judgment, and is seeking thereby to impeach his own affidavit that the 
debt was due and his authorization that judgment be entered against 
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himself, and this after acquiescence in said judgment for nearly six 
years. There is no suggestion of fraud or imposition in securing the 
confessing of judgment or any denial that the debt was not then due, 
nor any denial of the plaintiffs’ affidavit that it has not been paid since. 
Should the defendant set aside this confession of judgment the statute 
would now be a bar to the debt. | 
In Smith v. Smith, 117 N. C., 348, which was a proceeding by an 
administrator of the confessing ‘debtor, representing creditors to set 
aside a judgment confessed, there was no statement in the confession 
that the debt was due, nor of any “facts showing that the debt was still 
due.” Here it is explicitly stated in the defendant’s affidavit that the 
amount confessed “is due.” In Bank v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. C., 508, 
it was held that when the confession of judgment. is for “goods sold and 
delivered,” that is sufficient to show the debt was justly due, without 
stating “time of sale (though this was given here), quantity, price and 
value of the goods.” In that case it was also held that filing such con- 
fession of judgment is equivalent to authority to enter judgment. In 
the. present case there is express authority to enter judgment,-and his 
Honor properly allowed the motion to revive the judgment and to issue 
execution. 
We would not be understood as passing upon the question of the 
validity of such judgment confessed if it were attacked by a creditor, 
or even if the defendant had assailed it on the ground of fraud _ 
or imposition or denied the debt. We place this decision upon (357) 
the ground of estoppel—the original. affidavit by defendant that 
the debt was due the plaintiff, his acquiescence in the judgment for six 
years, his failure in this proceeding to deny the plaintiffs’ allegation 
- (made under oath) that the debt is still due, the absence of any averment 
by defendant of fraud, mistake or imposition, and the fact that if ‘the 
judgment should be now held invalid, at defendant’s instance, for infor- 
mality, after having been entered at defendant’s ee he would be 
protected by the statute of limitation. 
_ The case being before the Judge by appeal, it was optional with him 
to reverse the Clerk and remand the case to him with directions how to | 
proceed, or himself to grant the*motion to revive judgment and to order 
execution to issue. Faison v. Wrlliams, 121 N. C., 152; Roseman v. 
_ Roseman, 127 N.C » 497; Ewbank v. Turner, 134 N, C., 80, 


Affirmed. 


Hoxg, J., concurs in result. 


Connor, J., dissenting: I regret that I cannot concur in the opinion 
of the majority of the Court in this case. This Court has uniformly 
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held, beginning with Davidson v. Alexander, 84 N. C., 621, that a 
judgment confessed pursuant to the provision of section 803 of the Re- 
visal is invalid unless the requirements of the statute be strictly com- 
plied with. I do not think that, tested by what is said in that case, and — 
every other decision of the Court which follows and approves it, the 
_ record before us is in accordance with the statutory requirement, that 
it must state concisely the facts out of which the indebtedness arose. 
We have in this case a statement “that the amount is partly due from 
defendant to plaintiffs for bills of goods bought from plaintiffs by the 
| defendant and received by him during the time elapsing between - 
(358) 1 January, 1896, and October, 1896, and that the amount of 

$823.15 is part for bills of groceries bought in the time named.” 

There is a painful uncertainty in respect to the facts out of which the 
alleged indebtedness arose. It is said that it is “partly due” and that 
the amount is “part for bills of groceries.” The very pertinent inquiry 
arose, What part of it 1s due for goods bought and what part is for bills 


of oroceries ? There is nothing in the statement which gives the slight- 


est response to this inquiry. As was said by Ruffin, J., in Davidson v: 
Alexander, supra, “The object of the statute in this is to protect the 
other creditors of the debtor; to enable them not only to see the extent of 
his liabilities but to test the bona fides of this particular debt to which 
he is giving a preference; and that they may have full opportunity to do 
this, the parties are commanded to spread upon the record specifically 
the circumstances and business transactions out of which it originated. 
A mere statement that the defendant is indebted to the plaintiff in a 
sum certain arising from the acceptance of a draft, of which the ae 
ing is a copy, etc., falls far short of the demands of the statute.” The 
language of the leairaéd Justice is applicable to the record in this case. 
“Compared with these requirements, how meager is the information as to 
the consideration of the debt and the transaction out of which it grew, 
is the statement of the debtor when confessing the Judgment under con- | 
sideration.” What is there in this statement of facts which would 
enable a creditor to institute an investigation to ascertain the bona fides 
of the debt? He is told that the amount for which judgment is con- 
fessed is “partly due” and is “part for”. bills of groceries, ete. He 
would seek in vain for any information given him by the record by 
which he would be enabled to test the validity of the judgment. This 
Coutt has with absolute uniformity applied the principle announced in 
Davidson v, Alexander, supra. In Davenport v. Leary, 95 N. 

(359) C., 203, the judgment was declared void because the confession of 

Sademient did not embrace the account upon which it was based. 

In Smith v. Smith, 117 N. C., 348, in which all the cases are re- 
viewed, it is said, referring to ‘ne sestoe of The Code in question: 
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_ “The proceeding is in derogation of common right, and, to prevent the 
perpetration of fraud in such cases, that section requires that the consid- 
eration be stated and that 1¢ appear that the amount for which the 
judgment is confessed is justly due. If the statutory requirements are 
not complied with the judgment is irregular and void because of a want 
of jurisdiction in the Court to render judgment, which is apparent on 
the face of the proceedings. * * * In the absence of such state- 
ment, or the statement at least of facts showing that the debt was still 
due, the judgment was properly held void, for without compliance with. 
the statute on the face of the proceeding the Court had no ali to 
enter up the judgment. ‘a 

1 cannot concur in the suggestion that any re can arise against 
the parties to the judgment, because it is absolutely void, as the Court 
is without jurisdiction; hence, whenever it is called to the attention of 
the Court and any relief asked upon it, the application should be de-. 
clined. While it may be conceded that leave to issue execution would 
not affect the rights of creditors to attack the judgment, it is at least a 
‘Tecognition of its validity which should not be had. In my opinion, 
there is no judgment. upon which the Court can direct execution to 
issue. 

Waker, J., concurs in this dissenting opinion. 

Cited: Tp re Wittkowsky, ante, 250. 





(360) 
ASHEVILLE v. TRUST COMPANY. 


(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 


Municipal “Corporations Snecat Assessments—Legislative Power—Tawing 
Districts—Creation—Public Improvements—Oost, How Apportioned. 


1. The power to levy assessments upon lots to which special and peculiar 
| benefits accrue from a public improvement is conferred upon the city 
of Asheville by section 65, chapter 100, private Laws 1901. : 
2. In the exercise of the power of levying special assessments, the Board of 
Aldermen must lay off and define the limits of the districts within 
which they are to be made, and all property within said district shall 
bear its proportion of the cost upon the basis of special and peculiar 
benefits, as distinguished from those general benefits which accrue to 

it in common with all other property in the city. 


3. Before a final order or judgment, fixing the amount which is to be paid 
| by the owner, is made, the cost of the improvement should be ascer- 
tained and apportioned between the several pieces of property. | 


PROCEEDING by city of Asheville against Wachovia Loan and Trust 
Company, trustee, and F. M. Weaver, heard by O. H. Allen, J., upon 
demurrer, at the September. Term, 1906, of Buncomsx. 

This is a proceeding instituted by the plaintiff, City of Asheville, pur- 
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suant to the provisions of its charter, Private Laws 1901, ch. 100, sec. 65, | 
to widen West College Street and have damages and benefits, stictained 
by the property affected, assessed. Defendants, Wachovia Loan and 
Trust Company and Weaver, owners of a lot upon which benefits were 
assessed, excepted to thé report of the jury, and from a judgment con- 
firming same appealed to the Superior Court of Buncombe County. 
The exceptions were overruled, and defendants appealed to this Court. 
The City of Asheville “was incorporated by ch. 100, Private Laws 
1901.. Section 65 of said chapter provides: “Whenever, in the 
(361) opinion of the Board of Aldermen of said city, it is advisable 
to obtain land or right of way therein for the purpose of open- 
ing a new street therein, or widening or straightening a street therein, | 
or making culverts or waterways for carrying water out of any street 
therein, and said Board of Aldermen and the owner or owners of such 
land or right of way cannot agree as to the amount of damages conse- 
quent thereupon, as well as to the special advantage which may result 
to the owner or owners thereof, by reason of such opening, widening or 
straightening of street, or making such culvert or water-way, said Board 
of Aldermen may direct the Mayor of said city to issue, and he shall 
thereupon issue, his writ, under the seal of said city, commanding a 
- policeman thereof to summon a jury of six freeholders of said city, | 
unconnected by consanguinity or affinity with any of the persons sup- 
posed to be affected by said proposed improvement, in which writ the 
proposed. improvement shall be fully described, and the persons who are 
“supposed to be affected thereby shall be named. Such policeman shall, 
_in obedience to said writ, summon a jury of six freeholders as aforesaid, 
and direct them to aacdnible at the Mayor’s office in said city at a time 
“by such policeman appointed, not less than twenty nor more than thirty 
days after the date of such writ. Such policeman shall also serve notice 
of the time of meeting of the jury upon all the persons who are named 
in such writ as supposed to be affected by such proposed improvement, 
at least fifteen days before the date appointed for the meeting of the jury. 
Such notice shall be in writing, and signed by said policeman, and — 
addressed to the person or persons upon whom service thereof is made, 
and shall state the time appointed for such meeting of the jury, and 
designate briefly the proposed improvement, and may be issued as a 
single notice to all persons named in said writ, or as a separate notice 
to every one of them, or to ahy two or more of them. Such notice shall 
be served upon the person or persons therein. named, ,or his, her 
(362) or their agent, by reading the same to him, her or them. , Such 
| policeman shall duly return.such writ and all such notices with 
his return ‘thereon in writing endorsed, together with any such order 
of the Mayor to said Board of Aldermen, at its next meeting after the 
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time appointed for the meeting of the jury aforesaid. At the time 
appointed for the meeting of the jury such policeman shall cause the 
jury to assemble at the office of the Mayor of said city, where every one 
of them shall be sworn by such Mayor or other competent person to — 
faithfully, truly and impartially assess the damages, if any, which, in 
his judgment, wll be done to the property of every person named in ‘the 
writ, and will also assess any special benefit, advantage or enhanced 
value which will be caused to the property of any person named in the 
writ. Immediately after the jury shall have been so sworn they shall _ 
proceed, accompanied by such policeman, to view the land of every 
person named in the writ, and shall assess the damages, 1f any, to every 
one of the premises which they have viewed, and the special benefit, 
advantage, or enhanced value, if any, which will accrue by reason of 
said proposed improvement to every one of the premises which they, 
have viewed. Said jury shall forthwith return to said Board of Alder- 
men, by filing it with the clerk thereof, a statement in writing, signed by 
"every one of them, or a majority of them, in case they cannot. agree, 
setting forth distinctly a full, itemized report of their proceedings, and 
stating separately the amounts of damages or special] benefits, or both, 
as the case may be, which they have assessed to every one of ihe Peoniiess 
so viewedyby them. At the first meeting of the said Board of Aldermen 
after a complete report or reports upon the matter in said writ ordered 
to be decided shall have been filed as aforesaid, said Board of Alder- 
men shall consider and pass upon such report or reports. If said 
Board of Aldermen shall'determine that any item of damages so 
assessed is excessive, it may reject such report or reports, and (363) 
discontinue the proposed improvement, and in case of such dis- 
continuance no other proceeding shall within three months thereafter be 
commenced for a similar purpose in relation to any of the premises 
affected thereby, or any part of the same, without the written consent of 


the owner thereof. It shall be competent for said Board’ of Aldermen, 


in passing upon any such report or reports, to decrease or remit any 
item or items.of special benefit, advantage or enhanced value therein 
contained, if it think proper to do so. If said Board of Aldermen shall 
think proper, it shall order such report or reports, or such report or 
reports so modified by it, as to special benefits or advantages or en- 
hanced value, approved, and the lands condemned in said proceedings ~ 
shall vest in said city so long as they may be used respectively for the 
purpose of said improvement, so soon as the amount of damages as- 
sessed to them respectively, decreased by the amount of special benefit,. 
advantage and enhanced value, so assessed against them respectively, 
shall have been paid or’ tendered to the owner or owners of such premises 
respectively, or pleponiet as hereinafter provided.” 
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Provision is made for an ree by any person dissatisfied with the 
report of the jury, and the order confirming same, to the Superior Court 
of Buncombe County. | 

Pursuant to the provisions of said charter, ata re of ihe Board 
of Aldermen of said city, a resolution was adopted declaring that, in the 
opinion of said board, it was advisable to obtain a strip of land, or right > 
of way thereon, on the north side of West College Street, between North 
Main and Haywood streets, for the purpose of widening West College 
Street between the points named. The resolution sets out the width to 
. which it was proposed to widen the street, referring to the survey made 
by the city engineer. It is also recited that it appears to the board 

that said board and the “owner or owners of such land or right 
(364). of way cannot agree as to the amount of damages consequent 

thereon, as well as to the special advantage which may result to 
the owner or owners thereof by reason of such widening of West Col- 
lege Street.” It was thereupon ordered that the Mayor issue his writ 
commanding a policeman to summon a jury of six freeholders in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the charter to assemble and view “the prem- 
ises of all persons who are supposed to be affected thereby.” , : 

Pursuant to said resolution the Mayor issued his writ, in which the 
- proposed improvement was fully described and the persons supposed to 
be affected thereby were named, commanding the policeman to summon 
a jury and to notify the persons named of the time and place of meet- 
ing, ete. 

The jury met in accordance with the writ and discharged the duty 
imposed upon them, making report to the Mayor.and Aldermen. Among 
other things, they found that the lots of defendants were specially bene- 


fited in the amounts named. At a meeting of the Board of Aldermen — . 


held subsequent to the date of filing said report, a resolution was adopted 
confirming said report, from which order the defendant appealed. 

The record contains the following agreement in regard to the lot of — 
defendants Wachoyia Loan and Trust Company: “That the lot of land 
referred to in the notice of appeal herein, or any. part thereof, was not 
obtained, taken, condemned, appropriated or used by said city in and 
for the widening of said street but the said lot of land above mentioned, 
and every part thereof, is situated and abutting on the south side of said 
street; that said street was not widened by the obtaining, taking, con- 
ieee appropriating or using of any property on the south side of 
said street, but, on the contrary, said street was widened wholly by the 
‘obtaining, daling: condemning, appropriating and using of property on 

the north side of said street.” And in regard to lots of appellant 
(365) Weaver: “That the lots of land referred to in the notice of ap- 
2 herein, or any of them, or any part of them, was not ob- 
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tained, taken, condemned, appropriated or used by said city in and for 
the widening of said West College Street; that the said lots above men- 
tioned, and all of them, and every part of them, are situated on the 
north side of North Water Street, in said city, and said lots or any of 
them, or any part of any of thom, are not situated or abutting on said 
West College Street, but, on the contrary, are more than one hundred 
and sixty feet from said street.” 

The defendants filed the following demurrer to the Slediiaaas “Now 
comes the defendant in the above-entitled cause and demurs and says 
that upon. the whole record herein, including ch. 100, sec. 65, of the: 
Private Laws of North Carolina, Session 1901, and the agreed statement 
of facts, the plaintiff has no right, power or authority to assess or cause. 
to be ee against the ed of the defendant any sum whatso- 
ever.’ 

From a judgment overruling said demurrer, defendants appealed. 


‘Davidson, Bourne & Parker and J. 8. Styles for the plaintiff. 
Frank Carter and H. C. Chedester for the defendants. 


' Connor, J., after stating the casé: The demurrer calls into question 
the right of the plaintiff under the powers granted in its charter to assess 
special benefits for the purpose of paying the cost of widening West 
College Street. The learned counsel for defendants stated in his argu- 
ment that he did not deny the right of the Legislature to confer upon the 
city of Asheville the power to assess against property within said city 
the cost of public improvements by which such property received pecu- 
liar and special benefits. He insists: First, that the power is - 

not granted; second, that if granted, it is sreralid: because the (866) 
method provided for its exercise is not in accordance with the 
right of the land-owner, in that no taxing district is established, either 
by the charter or by the resolution of the Board of Aldermen; that the 
attempt to confer upon the Mayor the power to fix such district in his 
writ by naming such persons “as are supposed to be affected” is invalid, 
He also urges objections to the mode of procedure, which we will notice 
later. 

The power to impose upon property the cost of publie aprovenenté 
measured by the peculiar and special benefit sustained, has-been settled 
beyond controversy. It is uniformly held that this power is based upon 
the right to tax, and not that of eminent domain. In Baumann v. Ross, — 
(167 U. S., 548 (589), it is said: . “The Legislature, in the exercise of the 
right of taxation, has the authority to direct the whole, or such part as 
it may prescribe, of the expense of a public improvement, such as the 
establishing, the maton, the grading or the repair of a street, to be 
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assessed upon the owners of land benefited thereby,” citing a large num- 
ber of cases. Cooley on Tax., 1152. The subject was discussed, the 
authorities reviewed and the power sustained in an able opinion by Mr. 
Justice Shepherd in Raleigh v. Pace, 110 N. C., 32. It is equally well 
settled that “assessments being a peculiar species of taxation, there must 
be a special authority of law for imposing them. The ordinary grant to 
a municipal corporation of power to levy taxes for municipal purposes 
will not justify any other than ordinary taxes. This would follow from 
the general rule which requires a strict construction of all such grants; 
but the principle has peculiar force when applied to powers in them- 
selves exceptional. And it is always held that such a power, when 
plainly granted, is to be construed with strictness, and as strictly pur- 
sued by the authorities, who are to levy the tax.” 2 Cooley on Tax., 
1158. The same principle is announced by Judge Elliott i his 
(367) work'on Roads (sec. 544), cited with approval in Greensboro v. 
McAdoo, 112 N. C., 359. While this most salutary principle 1s 
to be kept in view, it is also true that, if the power 1s given, the statute 
will not be declared invalid, because it does. not specifically prescribe the 
details of the procedure to be pursued in its exercise. Raleigh v. Pace, 
supra. While the language employed 1 in the charter is not so clear as 
might be desired, we are of the opinion that the intention of the Legisla- 
ture to confer the power, both of eminent domain and to assess special 
benefits, is sufficiently shown. Some confusion arises from a failure to 
grant them separately. | 
The first portion of the section eeseatind the preliminary steps for 
obtaining land or a right of way therein, for the purpose of opening or 
widening a street, when an agreement as to the amount of damages, as 
well as special benefits; which may result to the owner, cannot be had, 
if not explained by other parts of the section, would seem to sustain de- 
 fendant’s contention. When the duty of the jury is prescribed, we find 
‘that they are to be sworn to assess “the damages, if any, which will be 
done to the property of every person named in the writ,” also to assess 
“any special benefit, advantage or enhanced value which will be caused 
to the property of any pérson named in the writ.” They are directed, 
after being sworn, “to view the land of every person named in the writ 
and assess damage, if any, to every one of the premises which they have 
viewed and the special benefit, advantage and enhanced value, if any, 
which will accrue by reason of said proposed improvement to every one 


" of the premises which they have viewed.” The “persons named in the 


writ” are those “who are supposed to be affected” by the proposed im- 
provement. This is, of course,-to include not only those whose lands* 
are to be taken, but those whose lands are to be “specially benefited.” 
Thus the language used in the first portion of the section is ex- 
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plained and its scope enlarged. When the report is filed, the Board (368) 
of Aldermen are directed to consider and pass upon it. “If 

they shall consider that any item of damage is excessive, they may reject — 
the report and discontinue the proposed improvement. If they consider 
that any item of benefits is excessive, they may decrease or remit the 
same.” It thus clearly appears that the Legislature had in mind both 
the right of condemnation and of assessing benefits, and intended to 
confer both on the city of Asheville. 

Provision is further made in case of an appeal: 1. When one whose 
land has been taken appeals, the damages assessed, less the benefits, shall 
be deposited with the Clerk of the Superior Court to await determina- 
tion of the appeal. 2. When one against whom special benefits have 
been assessed appeals, the amount so assessed is declared to constitute a 
lien upon such land as of the time at which the board passed upon the 
report. Provision is made for enforcing the payment of the special 
benefit so assessed, 

Ti is an elementary rule of soneirace that the entire statute, or at 
least so much of it as relates to the matter In controversy, must be read 
and the intention of the Legislature gathered therefrom and given effect. 
‘Unless the construction sustaining the power, as claimed by plaintiff, be 
given, much of the language found in section 65 becomes meaningless. 

The defendant attacks the statute and the proceeding. thereunder. for 
that, (1) no taxing district is established within which the improvement 
is to be made and the special benefits assessed; (2) that no provision 
is made for ascertaining the cost of the proposed improvement and 
apportioning among the lots or pieces af property benefited. 

For manifest reasons it is uniformly held that the Legislature must 
establish the district, or assign the duty to do so, either to the Board of 
Aldermen or commissioners to be appointed in some lawful way. 

It is impracticable to assess benefits upon property for local (369) 
improvements, unless the territory within which such property is 

located is, in some way or by some means, ascertained. It is not neces- 
sary that the boundaries of the district should be coterminous with any 
of the political divisions of the State. In People v. Mayor, ttec., 4 N. 
Y., 419, the district established for the assessment of special benefits was 

“the streets, avenues and squares within the first seven wards,” etc. In 
Busbee v. Commissioners, 98 N. C., 143, the county of Wake is declared 
to be a taxing district. for the purpose of levying an assessment to pay 
the cost of a common fence. In Commissioners v. Commissioners, 92 

N. C., 180, the counties of Lenoir and Greene were combined into a tax- 
ing district for the same purpose. The principle finds recognition in 
our drainage laws. Rev., 3997. In Baumann v. Ross, 167 U. S., 589, 
Gray, J., says: “The class of lands to be assessed for the purpose may 
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be determined either by the Legislature itself, by defining a territorial - 
district, or by other designation; or it may be left: by the Legislature to 
the determination of commissioners, and may be made to consist of such 
lands and such only as the commissioners shall decide to be benefited.” 
Spencer v. Merchant, 125 U. S., 345. In the statute under consideration, 
in Irrigation Dist. v. Bradley, 164 U. 8., 112, commissioners were ap- 
pointed to lay off irrigation. districts. | 
While. expressions found in opinions and authors sometimes indicate 
that without any territorially defined boundaries, assessments may be 
levied upon such parcels of land as the jury or commissioners think | 
benefited, we find that usually, if not uniformly, some designation is 
made confining them to fixed limits. Such, certainly, is the result of our 
investigation of the statutes passed by the Legislature of this State. As _ 
we have seen, and as uniformly laid down by writers on the subject, the 
Legislature may, in the statute, fix the limits of the district, or if 
(870) it deem best, confer this power upon the local authorities, or upon 
the commissioners or jury appointed to make the assessment. 
It is held by all of the authorities that when the district is created, by 
either of the lawful agencies, all of the property within such district 
must bear its proportionate part of the cost of the improvement meas- 
ured by the special benefit accruing to it. It js generally held that | 
fixing the limits of the district is a legislative function, and when exer- 
— eised is not subject to review by the courts. “The whole subject of tax- 
ing districts belongs to the Legislature; so much is unquestionable. The 
authority may be exercised directly, or, in the case of local taxes, it may 
be left to local boards or bodies ;-but in the latter case the determination 
will be by a body possessing, for the purpose, legislative power and whose 
action must be as conclusive as if taken by the Legislature itself. It 
has been repeatedly decided that the legislative act of assigning dis- 
tricts for special taxation on the basis of benefits cannot be attacked on 
the ground of error In judgment regarding the special benefits and de- 
feated by satisfying a court that no special and peculiar benefits are 
. received. If the Legislature has fixed the district and laid the tax for 
the reason that, in the opinion of the legislative body, such district is 
peculiarly henenied: its action must in general be deemed conclusive.” 
Cooley on Taxation, 1258. Judge Cooley says that there are exceptions 
to this general principle, some of which he names. : 
Judge Elliott, conceding that the “numerical weight of authority 
overwhelmingly” sustains the general doctrine, says that he very much 
doubts “whether in any.case the right of arbitrary decision, by the 
Legislature, can be defended on strict principle,” and that he “cannot 
forbear suggesting that the judiciary ought not to, and, in truth, cannot 
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surrender its power to decide the questions affecting the ‘io to eee 
special burdens on private property.” 

An interesting discussion of the general principles andativing 
the subject may be found in the very able opinions of the Court (371) 
_ in the case of Norwood v. Baker, 172 U. S., 269, and the subse- | 

- quent cases modifying and, thought by some, overruling it. Few sub- 
jects have given the courts more anxious consideration. On the one 
hand is an evident desire to sustain the action of the Legislature and of 
legislative agencies in dealing with the subject, and yet equally evident — 
is the recognition of the danger of wrong and Injustice to the citizen. 
by giving to such agencies arbitrary power. It.is difficult to reconcile 
the doctrine in a legal system which so jealously guards the property 
rights of the citizen, by which personal property of inconsiderable 
value may not be taken by another citizen except after a trial in open 
Court with a jury to pass upon disputed facts and a Judge learned in 
the law to declare his legal rights, with that which permits a Board of 
. Aldermen with no other guide than their judgment to impose burdens 
for benefits, real or supposed, upon his home, with no right to be heard 
and no. power to review their judgment or correct their mistake. 
Learned Judges frequently admit that wrong and injustice may be done, 
but see no way by which the taxing power upon which, as we have 
seen, the right is based, may be controlled by the judiciary. 

We have no disposition to make any departure from the generally 
accepted doctrine, but we deem it appropriate to say that, in administer- 
ing the law and exercising the powers conferred, it is the duty of those 
entrusted with it to proceed with cautious and careful watchfulness of 
the substantial mght of the citizen. We do not intend to suggest that 
the municipal officers in this case have not done so. | 

It is held in Baumann v. Ross, supra, that the duty to fix the limits 
of the taxing district may be imposed upon the same commissioners who 
assess the benefits. ‘While we see no objection to this course, the dis- 
trict should be defined before the assessment is made. It would 
seem just that the zone of benefits should control the boundaries (372) | 
of the district, and that all property in such district should be 
assessed to pay the cost, not to exceed the benefits accruing to it. 

We are confronted with the fact that in the charter of plaintiff no 
provision 1s made for laying off the taxing or assessment district, nor 
does it appear that it was done by the jury. The Aldermen, deeming 
it conducive to the public welfare, decide to widen West College Street. 
They thereupon, in accordance with the charter, direct the Mayor to 
issue his writ to a policeman: directing him to summon a jury and notify 
all persons “supposed to be affected” by the proposed improvement, thus 

empowering the Mayor, whose functions are not legislative, to select only 
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such persons as, in his judgment, he supposes to be affected. None 
_ others are to be notified; there is no direction to summon all who have 
- property in the zone of benefits, hor is any such zone designated other- 
wise than by the names of persons named in the writ. What is there 
under this proceeding to prevent the Mayor selecting the lots of Mr. 
Weaver, lying on North Water Street, some two hundred feet from the 
street to be widened, and omitting the names of those who own lots be- 
tween West College Street and Mr. Weaver? in which event the jury 
would have no right or power to assess the benefits accruing to such 
lots. It is obvious that, under the charter, the Mayor may arbitrarily 
impose upon such persons as he supposes affected the entire cost of the 
improvement. It does not appear by the record that the Mayor has 
omitted any lots which should be assessed. That the power to do so is 
given, renders the statute open to erlticism. 

The measure of liability of the entire property benefited is the cost of 
the improvement; therefore, each property-owner is interested in having 
each part of the ‘whole assessed, to the end that if the total benefit ex- 

ceeds the cost, the burden may be properly apportioned. When 
(373) a taxing district or zone of benefit is fixed in advance of the as- 
sessment, this right is secured. 

The defendants suggest that before any judgment can be entered 
against their property, the cost of the improvement should be ascer- 
tained. This contention, we think, is sound. The right to levy assess- 
ments for special benefits is nes based upon the idea that the corporation 
may collect from property the total amount of such benefits and turn: 
into the treasury the profit made by the improvement. ‘The right which 
the city has is to collect “the whole or a part of the public improvement 
from the property benefited.” Spencer v. Merchant, supra. This prin- 
ciple is clearly recognized in the charter of the plaintiff of 1891 (ch. 
125, sec. 5), wherein the method of equalizing assessments for. improving 
streets is prescribed. The cost is ascertained, and then apportioned 
between the abutting real estate. The present Chief Justice, discussing 
this statute in Hillard v. Asheville, 118 N. C., 845, says: “It makes 
each street, or portion of a street, improved a taxing district by requir- 
ing the cost of the total improvement on each street to be ascertained.” 
Tn that act, for the purpose of paying for the improvement, the “front- 
age” rule was adopted. This was sustained in Raleigh v. Pace, supra. 
The only difference between the two statutes, in that respect, is that in — 
the charter of 1901 the benefit is to be ascertained by the jury, instead of 
the arbitrary “frontage” rule. In all other respects the principle in- 
volved is the same. While the question presented here is not raised in 
_ Pace’s case, supra, it is manifest that the learned Judge did not over- 
look it. In speaking of the ordinance he says: “It very clearly pro- 
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vides for a taxing district, to wit: * * * This provision, as to the 
cost, very plainly implies that the expense of the improvement in 
the entire district had been previously estimated, and thus we have an 
apportionment between the abutting | owners and the city,” ete. 

The principle is recognized in our legislation provains for (374) 
building fences around a district by directing the cost of the fence 

to be ascertained and the cost apportioned among the several tracts of 
land in the territory within the common fence; also in the drainage laws, 
Revisal, section 8997, wherein the cost of the work is first ascertained. 
It is not essential to the validity of a special assessment that the prop- 
erty abut the street to be improved. If within the zone of benefits, as 
fixed by the statute or the commissioners, it may be assessed as if on ‘the 
street. Nor do we hold that the cost must be ascertained before the 
assessment is made. This would often be dificult; but before the final 
apportionment is made and judgment rendered, 1t is necessary that the 
cost be ascertained, for this is the limit of the power to impose assess- 
ments. | | 

We are, upon careful consideration of the several questions presented 
bv the demurrer and argued before us, of the opinion: 

1. That the power to levy assessments, upon lots to which special and 
peculiar benefits accrue from a public improvement, is conferred upon 
the plaintiff by chapter 100, sec. 65, Private Laws 1901. 

2. That.in the exercise of the power of levying special assessments, 
the Board of Aldermen lay off and define the limits of the district 
within which they are to be made, and that all property within said 
district should bear its proportion of the cost upon the basis of special 
and peculiar benefits, as distinguished from those general benefits which 
acerue to it in common with alk other property 1n the city. 

3. That before a final order or judgment, fixing the amount eae 
is to be paid by the owner, is made, the cost of the Improvement be 
ascertained and poor ined: between the several pieces of property. | 

The record comes to us upon an appeal from a judgment overruling 
a demurrer; hence, no final judgment appears in the record. 

The demurrer does not raise any question regarding the amount (375) 
of benefit assessed, or the principle upon which it was assessed. 

We find no objection to the statute by reason of the notice required to be 
given. The demurrer, in so far as it attacks the power of the plaintiff 
to levy special assessments for special benefits accruing to property by 
veason of public improvements, was properly overruled. For the rea- 
sons herein stated, the judgment rendered by the Board of Aldermen 
cannot be sustained, and in that respect there was error in the judg- 
ment overruling the demurrer. 

The only portion of the order made by the Board of Aldermen which | 
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is certified to this Court is that in which judgment is rendered against 
the defendant appellants. For the reasons given herein the order, as to 
them, must be set aside and vacated. If so advised, we can see no good 
reason why the board may not allot and define a taxing district, and pro- 
ceed to. have the benefits to: the property within the district assessed in 
accordance with the provisions of the statute and the principles herein 
announced. The appellants: will recover their costs in this Court. | 


ERROR. 


Cited: Sanderlin v. Luken, 152 N. C., 741; Tarboro v. Staton, 156. 
N. C., 506, 507; Justice v. Asheville, 161 N. C., 72, 74. 





(376) : | 
. TANNING COMPANY v. TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 


a aa of Message—Damages PCCOUETOM EC ONITARL “OLer and: 
Acceptance. 


1. Where S. wrote to the plaintiff-as follows: ‘Kindly aavide us by wire 
Monday if you can use 1,500 creosote barrels between now and January 
1st, at 95 cents, delivered in carload lots,” and plaintiff filed with de- 
fendant on Monday a message addressed to S. as follows: “We ac- 
cept your offer of 1,500 barrels as per yours of the 7th’: Held, that 
the letter from S. was a mere “trade inquiry,’ and was nota legal 
offer binding on acceptance, and plaintiff’s reply did not create a con- 
tract, and plaintiff is entitled to recover of defendant by reason of 

its negligence in the delivery of the message only nominal damages, | 
to wit, the price of the message. 


2. ‘An acceptance, to bind the other party, must be unconditional and un- 
. qualified and must correspond exactly to the terms of the offer. 


Action by the Cherokee Tanning Extract Company against the West- 

-ern Union Telegraph Company, heard by McNeill, J., and a jury, at 

the April Term, 1906, of CHEROKEE. 

_ This is an action for damages alleged to have been sustained through 
negligence of the defendant in failing to transmit and deliver promptly 

a certain telegram. From a judgment in favor of the plaintiff, the de- 

fendant appealed. - 


Dillard & Bell for the plaintiff. 
. Merrnck & Barnard and F.H. Bushee & Son for the detendanks 


Brown, J. There is no dispute as to the peal facts. The evi- 
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dence shows that on 7 November, 1908, an agent of the Standard Oil 
Company at Wilmington, N. C., wrote to the plaintiff, at Andrews, N. 
 C.,, a letter containing, among other things, this request: “Kindly ad- 
vise us by wire Monday if you can use about 1,500 creosote barrels 
between now and 1 Jan., at 95 cents each, delivered in carload 
lots.” That the plaintift received this letter on Monday, No- (377) 
vember 9, and at.7:30 p. m. of that day filed with the defendant, 
at its Andrews office, a message addressed to the Standard Oil Compangy 
Wilmington, N. C., and reading as follows: “We accept your offer 
1,500 barrels as per yours of the 7th.” This message was delivered to 
the sendee at 10:36 a. m., November 10. At the same time it wrote to 
plaintiff, the Oil Conipany addressed a similar letter to the Brevard 
Tanning Company and others. The latter company purchased the bar- 
rels by telegram received by the Oil Company shortly before plaintiff’s 
message. The plaintiff claims substantial damage. Defendant re-— 
quested the Court to charge that plaintiff was entitled to recover nominal 
damages only, to wit, the price paid for the telegram. We think this . 
Instruction should have been given. 
Damages are measured in matters of contract not only by the well- 
~ known rule laid down in Hadley v. Baxendale, 9 Exch., 341, but they 
must not be the remote, but the proximate consequence of a ‘breach of 
contract, and must not be speculative or contingent. Unless the reply 
of plaintiff by wire to the letter of the O11 Company created a contract 
between the two for the sale and delivery of 1,500 barrels at. 95 cents 
each, then plaintiff can recover only. nominal damages, for any other 
damages would necessarily be purely speculative or contingent. The 
language of Brannon, J., in a.similar case in West. ‘Virginia 1s appro- 
priate to this:. “But the trouble facing the plaintiff in this case is that 
there was no final contract between the parties, but only a proposal for: 
a contract, and there can be no contract without both a proposal and 1ts 
acceptance. The failure of the telegraph company did not cause the - 
breach of a consummate contract; it only prevented one that might or — 
might not have been made.” “Beatty Lumber Co, v. Telegraph Co., 52 
W. Va., 410. See, also, Hosiery Co. v. Telegraph Co., 123 Ga., | 
216, and Wilson ». Telegraph Co., 124 Ga., 131. The offer must (378) 
be distinct as such and not merely an invitation to enter into ne- 
gotiations upon a certain basis. Were Works v. Sorrell, 142 Mass. 442; 
Beaupre v. Telegraph Co., 91 Minn., 155; 24 A. and KE. Enc., 1029, and 
cases cited. | 
Again, the offer miust specify the specific quantity to be furnished, as 
a mere acceptance of an indefinite offer will not create a binding con: 
tract. Mfg. Co. v. Felder, 115 Ga., 408; 24 A. and E., 1030, note 1, and 
eases cited. “The offer must be ae which 3 is intended of itself to create 
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legal relations on acceptance. It must not be an offer merely to open 
negotiations which will ultimately result in a contract.” 1 Paige on 
Cont., sec. 26, and cases cited; Clark on Contracts, sec. 29. 

In Moulton v. Kershaw, 59 Wis., 316, the defendants wrote to the 
plaintiff as follows: “In consequence of a rupture in the salt trade, we 
are authorized to offer Michigan fine salt in full carload lots of 80 to 75 
barrels, delivered at your city at 85 cents per barrel to be shipped per 
CO. and N. W. R. R. Co. only. At this price it is a bargain, as the price 
in general remains unchanged. Shall be pleased to receive your order.” 
The plaintiff at once telegraphed the defendant: “Your letter of yes- 
terday received and noted. You may ship me two thousand barrels 
Michigan fine salt as offered in your letter.” The defendant declined 
to deliver the salt, and plaintiff sued for damages. The Supreme Court - 
of Wisconsin, sustaining a demurrer to the complaint, held that the 
communications between the parties did not show a contract; that the 
letter of the defendant was not such an offer as plaintiff could by an 
acceptance change into a binding agreement. See, also, Smath v. Senay 
90 Mass., 566. 

The letter from the Oil Company to the plaintiff was a mere inquiry. 

Walser v. Telegraph Co., 114 N. C., 440. It was evidently a 
(379) “trade inquiry” sent out by the Oil Company to customers, and 

did not purport and was not intended to be a legal offer binding 
on acceptance. “Care should be taken always not to construe as an 
agreement letters which the parties intended only as preliminary nego- 
tiations.” Lyman v. Robinson, 14 Allen (Mass.), 254. 

Again, the. acceptance by the plaintiff was not in the terms of the 
offer. The acceptance was for 1,500 barrels. The Oil Company could 
not have compelled the plaintiff to take a less number. If the plaintiff 
regarded the Oil Company’s letter as a valid offer, it should have replied 
that it would take what barrels the Oul Compang had, not exceeding 
1,500, as that company had offered no exact specific number “An ac- 
ceptanice, to bind the other party, must be unconditional and unqualli- 
fied and must correspond exactly to the terms of the offer.” 24 A. and 
E., 1031, 1032, and cases cited 1 Parsons Cont., 476, 477. As the 
plaintiff’s message to the Oil Company seasonably delivered would not 
of itself have effected a legal contract between the plaintiff and the Oil 
Company for the delivery of 1,500 barrels at 95 cents each, it follows 
that any other than nominal damage would be purely speculative. The 
Oil Company might have delivered the barrels, and then again it might 
not have done so. It might have delivered 1,500, and again it might 
have delivered a much less number. Its letter specified no exact number, 
and it was under no legal compulsion to deliver any. 

As the defendant manifests its willingness to pay nominal aneee 
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it is unnecessary to consider the exceptions to his Honor’s rulings on 
the issue of negligence. We award a new trial upon the second issue 
relating to the damages. . 


Partial New Trial. 


 Olted: Mfg. Co. v. Tel. Co., 152 N. C., 162; Newsome v. Tel. Co., 
153 N. C., 155; Clark v. Lumber Co., 158 N, C., 145; Elks v. Ins. Co., 
159 N. C., 626; Hall v. Jones, 164 N. C., 200. 





oe (380) 
RAILROAD v. BAILEY. . 


(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 
Condemnation Proceedings—Interlocutory Order—Premature Appeal. 


An appeal from the order of the Clerk appointing commissioners in a con- 
demnation proceeding in pursuance of Revisal, section 2580, is prema- 
ture, and an order of the Judge below remanding the cause to the 
Clerk is interlocutory, and no appeal lies therefrom to this Court. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING for condemnation by the Carolina and Tennessee 
Railroad Company against J. S. Bailey and others, pending in Swain, 
and heard by W. R. Allen, J., at chambers, by consent, at Asheville on 
31 October, 1906, upon appeal taken by defendant from an order of the © 
Clerk of the Superior Court appointing commissioners. From an order 
of his Honor dismissing the appeal from the order of the Clerk as pre- 
mature, the defendant appealed. 


Charles M. Busbee and F. H. Busbee for the plana: 
JS. Adams for the defendant. 


Brown, J. We think his Honor ruled correctly in dismissing the ap- 
peal as premature and properly remanded the cause to the Clerk to be 
proceeded with under the order appointing commissioners, which had 
been made by the Clerk in pursuance of the statute, Revisal, sec. 2580. 
In the case of R. fh. v. Newton, 183 N. C., 182, it is decided that an 
order of the Superior Court in condemnation proceedings, remanding the 
cause to the Clerk that he may hear the same, is interlocutory and no 
appeal lies therefrom to the Supreme Court, though a plea in bar was 
filed by the defendant. That no appeal can be taken at such stage in 
condemnation proceedings, viz., when the Judge below remands 
the cause to the Clerk, has been repeatedly adjudged before the (381) 
case of R. R. v. Newton. .Telegraph Co. v. R. R., 83 N. C., 420; 

R. Rv. RB. R., 83 N. C., 499; BR. BR. v. Warren, 92 N. C., 622. 


Appeal Dismissed. 
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BOURNE v. SHERRILL. 
(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 


Wantrdetsoraieral Agreements—Parol Huudence-—-Consider ation—Statute 
of Frauds. | 


Where at the time a lot was conveyed to the defendant, as an inducement 
thereto and in part consideration for the sale and delivery of the deed, 
the defendant then agreed with plaintiff that if he did not build on 
the lot, but resold it, plaintiff was to have the profits realized on such 
resale: Held, that such agreement could be shown by oral evidence 
and did not come within the statute of frauds and was not wire 
consideration. 


Action by Louis M. Bourne er R. G. Sherrill heard by O. H. 
Allen, J., and a jury, at the September Term, 1906, of Buncomsz. 

Issues were submitted and responded to by the jury as follows: 

1. Did the detendant agree with the plaintiff that if he would sell 
him the lot, that in the event he did not build on it but sold it, the plain- 
tiff was to have the profits? Answer: Yes. 

.2. If so, what profit did the defendant derive from the sale of the lot? 
Raver? $9.63, 04, with interest. 

There was jndgment on the verdict for plaintiff, and defendant ex- 
cepted and appealed. 


(882) Locke Craig for the plaintiff. 
Julius C. Martin for the defendant. 


_ Hoxz, J. There was evidence of plaintiff tending to show that plain- 
tif sold and conyeyed to defendant a lot in Asheville for which he had 
been offered a larger price by another, under assurance that defendant 
desired to build on the lot as a home for himself and wife. _ 

That at the time the lot was conveyed to defendant, as an inducement 
thereto, and in part consideration for the sale and delivery of the deed, 
defendant then agreed that if defendant did not build, but resold the 
lot, that plaintiff was to have the profits realized on such resale. 

That shortly after obtaining the title, the defendant resold the lot at a 
profit, and plaintiff instituted the prea s suit to recover ae profits 
pursuant to the agreement. 

Defendant objected to the’ pinedusten of any and all of this testimony 
and to any recovery predicated thereon, on the grounds (1) that the 
agreement was without consideration; ( 2) that the same contradicted 

- the deed; (3) that the contract was invalid under the statute of frauds, 
' the same being a contract concerning realty, and Pee to be in 
Writing. 
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The decisions of this State are against the defendant on each of the 
propositions advanced by him. Michael v. Foil, 100 N. C., 178; 
Sprague v. Bond, 108 N. C., 382. 

The consideration arose at the time of the sale, and as part induce- 
ment thereto. 

The conveyance, the purpose of which was to pass the title, is allowed 
its full operation, and is therefore in nowise contradicted. And the 
agreement enforced, by this recovery attached to the proceeds from and 
after the sale, and was not therefore, concerning land, or any interest 
therein, within the meaning of the statute of frauds. 

In Michael v. Foil, supra, it was held: “At the time of the 
delivery of a deed for land, and as a part of the inducement for (383) 
its execution, 1t was orally agreed between the vendor and vendee, 
that if the vendee should sell the mineral interest in the land during 
_ vendor’s life he would pay the vendor one-half of the amount received 
therefor: Held, that such agreement could be shown by oral evidence, 
- and did not come within the statute of frauds.” | 

In Sprague v. Bond, supra, it was held as follows: “S., being the 
owner of certain lands, conveyed them by deed absolute to B., upon the 
parol promise of the latter, from the proceeds of any sale. the vendee 
might make, after paying expenses, etc., the vendor. should be paid a 
- part: Held, not to be within the statute of frauds.” And Shepherd, 
_ Judge, delivering the opinion, said: “The enforcement of the alleged 
agreement, after the sale of the land, does not in any respect impinge 
upon the terms of the conveyance, but relates entirely to the payment of 
the consideration. It is true that the plaintiff could not have compelled 
. the defendant to execute her agreement to sell the land, as there was no 
enforcible trust, and the agreement was within the statute of frauds, but 
this part of the agreement has been voluntarily performed, and the 
other part, not. being within the statute, may now be enforced.” 

This last opinion refers with approval to Hess v. Fox, 10 Wendell, 
436, in which Savage, C. J., delivering the opinion in a similar case, 
said: “No question can arise on the validity of the agreement to sell. 
That was performed, and the remaining part was to pay over money,. 
supported by the consideration of land conveyed to the promiser.” 

These authorities are decisive against defendant, and the Judgment. 
below is affirmed. | ? i ¢ 


No Error. . 


Cited: Godwin v. Bank, 145 N. C., 331; Brown vy. Hobbs, 14% 
N. C., 76; Bailey v. Bishop, 152 N. C., 385; ; Brogden v. Gibson, 165 N. 


6. 19. 
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(384) 
MATTHEWS v. FRY. 


(Filed 18 December, 1906.) | 
Findings of Fact by Judge—E«ceptions—Conclusiveness—A ppeal—Reversal. 


1. Where the parties waived a jury trial and agreed that the Judge should 
find the facts and enter judgment thereon, and the Judge found the 
facts and entered judgment in favor of the defendant, and upon appeal 
this Court was of opinion that upon the facts found judgment should 
have been entered in favor of the plaintiff, and entered its order ‘“Re- 
versed”: Held, that upon presentation of the certificate of opinion 
the Court below properly entered judgment for the plaintiff, and the 
defendant’s motion for a trial de novo on the ground that some of the 
findings of fact had been made without any evidence to support them, 
came too late, he having acquiesced in the findings without exception. 


2. The findings of fact by the Judge, when authorized by law or consent 
; of parties, are as conclusive as when ane by a jury, if there is any 
evidence, 


Action by John G. Matthews against A. M. Fry ae another, heard’ 
by W. Rk. Allen, J., and a jury, at the August Term, 1906, of Swain, 
From the judgment rendered, the defendant appealed. 


Dillard & Bell and Bryson & Black for the plaintiff. 
Shepherd & Shepherd and C. W. Rowe for the defendant. 


Crarx, 0. J. “The parties waived a jury trial and agreed in writing | 
that the Judge should find the facts and enter judgment thereon, as 
upon the facts so found he might decide the law to be.” The Judge 
found the facts and entered judgment thereon in favor of the defendant. 
Upon appeal, Matthews v. Fry, 141 N. C., 582, this Court was of 
opinion that upon the facts found judgment should have been entered 
in favor of the plaintiff, and entered its order “Reversed.” When the 

certificate of opinion was presented in the Court below the plain- 
(885) tiff moved for judgment in accordance therewith. The defend- 

ant resisted this judgment and asked for trial de novo and in- 
sisted that some of the findings of fact had been made by the Judge 
without any evidence to support them. 

The judgment was properly entered for plaintiff ; in accordance with 
the mandate of this Court to reverse the judgment. Summerlin v. 
Cowles, 107 N. C., 462; Bernhardt v. Brown, 118 N. C., 711. The 
findings of fact by the Judge when authorized by law or consent of par-_ 
ties are as conclusive as when found by a. jury, if there is any evidence. 
Branton v. O’Briant, 938 N. C., 108; Roberts v. Ins. Co., 118 N. C., 485; 
Walnut v. Wade, 103 U. S., 688. If there was any ground to except 
to such findings because without evidence to support the finding, upon 
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any Saint or for any other cause, the defendant should have done so 
and have brought up his side of the case also when the plaintiff ap- 
pealed, or at least he should have entered an exception so. as to preserve 
his rights. It is not unusual for both parties to appeal. “Having ac- 
quiesced in the findings of fact oun exception, it is too late to except 
now. 

If the defendant was dissatisfied with the ruling of this Court upon 
the law, his remedy was by a petition to rehear—which he did, and the _ 
petition was disallowed—and not by a motion for a new trial 3 in disre- 
gard of the mandate of this Court. . | 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Stokes v. Cogdell, 153 N. C., 182; State’s Prison v. Hoffman, 
159 N. C., 568; Buchanan v. Clark, 164 N. C., 60; Eley v. hh. H., 165 
NO, 19: : | | | 





| (386) 
HELMS v. TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 
| Telegraphs—Mental Anguish—Evidence—Damages—Undisclosed Beneficiary. 


1. In an action for damages for mental anguish on account of defendant’s 
failure to promptly deliver the following telegram: ‘‘Mother very 
sick; come at once,” signed by plaintiff's son, where the evidence shows 
that plaintiff’s son, twenty-six years old, filed the telegram with the 
defendant’s operator, who asked for the number and street of the 
sendee; that the son told the operator that he did not know the address, 
but that his father knew it; that he went back to his father and got 
the address; that the operator knew the son and his father; that the 
son told the operator that the sendee was his brother- in-law: that 
the plaintiff sent his son to send the telegram and gave him the money 
to pay for it, but the son failed to so inform the operator: Held, 
there was no evidence which charged the defendant with knowledge 
that the son filed the telegram as agent of and for the benefit of his 
father. 


2, A party who is not mentioned in a message or whose interest therein is — 
not communicated to the company cannot recover substantial damages 
for mental anguish. 


CLARE, C. J., dissenting. 


Action by M. A. Helms against Western Union Telegraph Company, 
heard by Peebles, J., at the October Term, 1906, of Mucxiunsure. 

This action was instituted by the plaintiff t recover damages for 
mental anguish on account of the failure of the defendant to promptly 
| deliverso his son-in-law, at Charlotte, N. C., a message which the plain- 
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tiff had sent through John Helms fot Pineville, N. C., in the. follow- 
ing words: 


- “Witt Hes, Charlotte, N. C. 
“Mother very sick. Come at once. 
7 | -_ “Joun Heras.” 


From verdict ea judgment soudened: defendant appealed. 


(387) Burwell & Cansler for the plaintiff. 
Fillett & Guthrie for the defendant. 


Brown, J. The exceptions of.the defendant to the evidence and to 
the charge of the Court raise two questions for our consideration: 1.. 
Is there any evidence which charges the defendant with knowledge that 
John Helms filed the telegram as the agent of and for the benefit of his 
father, M. A. Helms? 2. Can this plaintiff sustain an action for dam- 
ages for mental anguish without proving such fact? 

“As to the first contention of the defendant, we think the evidence 

tends to prove that John Helms, twenty-six years old, and the son of 
M. A. Helms, filed the telegram with the operator at Pineville; that the 
operator caked for the number and street of the sendee; at John 
Helms said he did not know it; that the operator said he eould not send 
the message until he got the address; that John Helms went back to his 
father and got the address; that he told the operator that his father 
knew the street number; that the operator knew John Helms and also 
knew the plaintiff; that ‘J ohn Helms told the operator that the sendee, 
Will Helms, was his brother-in-law, and that the plaintiff sent J ohn 
Helms to send the message and gave him the money to pay Hor At, but 
John Helms failed to so inform the operator. 
We think there is nothing. in the evidence which could casa 
charge the defendant with knowledge that the plaintiff was the real 
beneficiary and that his son was acting as his agent in sending the mes- 
sage. There is nothing in the evidence or on the face of the message 
which charges the defendant with notice that M. A. Helms, the plaintiff, 
may suffer mental anguish if the telegram is unreasonably delayed. 
Tel. Co. v. Kirkpatrick, 76 Tex., 217. 

As to the second contention, we are likewise of | opinion with the de- 
fendant. The overwhelming weight of authority is to the effect that a 
| | party who is not mentioned in a message or whose interest therein 
(888) is not communicated to the company cannot recover substantial 
4 damages for mental anguish. Squire v. Tel. Co., 98 Mass., 
937; Tel. Co. v. Proctor, 25 8. W. Rep., 813; &. FR. v. Seals, 41 S. W., 
841 ; Pa v. Tel. Co., 75 Texas, 18; Tel. Co. v. Brown, 71 Tex., 723. 
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This doctrine is nowhere more emphatically declared than by the 
Supreme Court of Texas, where the doctrine of mental anguish is sup- 
posed to have originated. In Tel. Co. v. Gotcher, 53 S. W., 685, that 
Court affirmed its former ruling to the effect that a party whose interest 
in the telegram was not made known to the company could not recover. 
There appears in this opinion the significant statement by the Court 
that the Court had “already expressed its disinclination to extend the 
right of recovery in this class of cases beyond the limits already fixed 
by the decisions of this Court.” In Davidson v. Tel. Co., 54 8. W., 830, . 
and Morrow v. Tel. Co., rbid., 853, the Court of Appeals of Kentucky : 
held that a party whose name was not mentioned in the message could 
not recover for mental anguish. 

In Rogers v. Tel. Co., 51 8. E., 113, the Supreme Court of South 
Carolina, after referring to the mule of Hadley v. Baxendale as controll- 
ing these mental anguish cases, then proceeded to hold that the party 
whose interest was not disclosed could not recover. The headnote cor- 
_rectly digests the opinion in these words: “Where a husband sends a 
| telegram to his wife’s mother, and it does not show on its face that it 
is for the benefit of his wife, and it is not alleged in the complaint that 
the telegraph company had notice that the telegram was sent for the 
benefit of the wife,. the oo fails to show that she was entitled to 
damages for Cuilere to deliver.” 

In Poteet v. Tel. Co. (S. C.), 55S. E., 113, Mr. Justice Woods, speak- 
ing for that Court, discusses the matter with much clearness of expres- 
sion: “In cases of this character the suit is usually for the tort com- 
_ mitted in breach of the public duty owned to the plaintiff; but the 
duty springs out of the contract and depends on it, for mani- (389) 
festly the defendant owes no public duty concerning a particular 
‘telegram except to those for whom or in whose behalf it has undertaken 
to transmit it. All others are of the outside public, and damages which 
they incidentally suffer cannot by any stretch be regarded the natural 
and proximate result of failure to transmit a particular telegraphic mes- 
sage. The contract fixes the relation, and he who sues for tort based 
on contract must show privity with the party to be charged by connect- 
ing himself with the contract as a party or a known beneficiary. In 
further support of this view, it may be remarked that as to the subject- 
matter of a telegram it is too well established for discussion, before 
there can be a recovery the telegraph company must have notice that 
the particular result alleged as the basis of the claim was to be appre- 
hended, from delay in transmission. The same principle makes it nec- 
essary to recovery that there should be notice to the company of the 
beneficial interest of the particular person who claims compensation for. 
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suffering.” In his opinion the learned J ustice cites a large number. of 
authorities in support of his views. 

The right of the sendee to recover of a eget company for error - 
or negligence in the transmission or delivery of a telegram is altogether 
denied in Great Britain. Playford v. Tel. Co., L. R., 4 Q. B., 706. 
In this country the English doctrine does not generally prevail. Here 
the weight of authority holds that the sendee may recover in his own 
name such damage as he may have sustained by reason of negligence 
. when the message was intended for his benefit and it was apparent 
. the face of the message or the company otherwise had knowledge of 

28. & R. Neg. (5 Ed.), sec. 543; Joyce Elec. Law, sec. 1008; 
Frasier v. Tel. Co., 67 L. R. A., 320. 
The same principle applies ‘where the message is sent for the benefit 
and at the instance of any one whose name does not appear on its 
(390) face. The well-known rule laid down in Hadley v. Baxendale, 
9 Exch., 345, decided in 1854, has been applied by the Supreme 
Court of the United States to telegraph cases, and it is held that where 
the telegraph company is not informed of the nature of the transaction 
to which the message relates, or of the position which the plaintiff in 
the action would probably occupy, the measure of damages for negli- 
gence is the sum paid for sending. Primrose v. Tel. Co., 154 U. S.. 29; 
Hall v. Tel. Co., 124 U. S., 444. 

Our own Court has adopted the same principles of law as applicable 
to this class of cases. Jn a well-considered opinion in Welhams v. 
Tel. Co., 186 N. C., 82, Mr. Justice Walker says: “The principle uni- 
formly sustained by the cases upon the subject, some of which we have 
cited, is that, unless the meaning or import of a message is either shown 
by its own terms or is made known by information given’ to the agent 
receiving it in behalf of the company for transmission, no damages can 
be recovered for failure to correctly transmit and deliver it beyond the 
price paid for the service.” In Cranford v. Tel. Co., 188 N. C., 162, the 
plaintiff was not permitted to recover because her interest in the tele- 
gram was not shown upon the face of it and was not brought to the 
attention of the company, and it is specifically held that “there can be 
no recovery of damages for delay in the transmission and delivery of a 
telegram when it does not appear in any way that the plaintiff was the 
intended beneficiary of the TEseaee o See, also, Kennon v. Tel. Co., 

126 N. C., 282. 
‘Tn conclusion, we regard it as well settled in this Court now as well. 
-as in all other courts whose decisions we have examined, that where 
there is a delay in the delivery of a telegram, the telegraph company is 
not Hable for the mental anguish of every one suffering by the failure to 
‘deliver the message, but only to those for whom or in whose behalf it 
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has undertaken to transmit it. We will not undertake to recon- _ 
cile Cashion v. Tel. Co., 124 N. C., 459, with the principles herein (391) 
laid down. Whatever there may be that is conflicting with them 

in that case we regard as having been heretofore disregarded and prac- 
tically overruled. We are of opinion that the plaintiff is entitled to 
recover nominal damages only, viz., the price ae for the message. 


New Trial. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting: On 18 December, 1905, the plaintiff’s 
wife became ill at their home in Pineville, N..C., and the plaintiff 


directed his son, John Helms, to go to the telegraph office and send a _ 


- message to his son-in-law, Will Helms, who resided in Charlotte, and tell 
him that plaintiff’s wifé was very sick, and wanted him to come, and 
come at once. Accordingly John Helms delivered for transmission the 
following telegram : 


“WiLL HErms, Charlotte, N. C. | | | | 
“Mother very sick. Come at once. _ Joun Hers.” 


The jury found that the defendant dasiieanay delayed the transmis- 
sion of this telegram, and the defendant’s brief states the facts as above — 
‘and adds that there is no question raised on this appeal as to the negh- 
gence. The plaintiff brought this suit to recover damages for mental 
anguish caused by the failure of the said Will Helms and also the wife 
of Will Helms (she being the daughter of the plaintiff) to reach the 
bedside of the plaintiff’s wife before her death, and be present with him 
after that time. It was in evidence that the plaintiff sent his son, John 
Helms, to the telegraph office for the purpose of sending said message 
and gave him the money to.pay for it; that the operator knew John — 
Helms and his father and their relationship; that the operator refused 
to send the message without information as to the street number of 
sendee, and that thereupon John Helms said that, he would go 
back to the house of his father and get the address, which he (392) 
did, and gave it to the operator. | 

The chief defense relied on is that it does not appear that the operator 
was told (except inferentially) that the message was sent by John 
- Helms, as agent for his father. When a telegraph company fails to 
deliver a message or to deliver it promptly, this is more than a breach 
of private contract, for the company could not refuse to accept and send 
the message. It is a tort and a breach of a public duty. It is com- 
monly described as a tort arising out of a breach of contract. | 

In Green v. Tel. Co., 186 N..C., at p. 492, Douglas, J., said, speaking — 
for a unanimous Court: “In the words of a great English Judge, ‘a 
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breach of this duty is a breach of the law, and for this breach an action. 
lies, founded on the common law, which action wants not the aid of a 
contract to support it.’ This has been expressly held by this Court in 
Cashion v. Tel. Co., 124 N. C., 459; Laudte v. Tel. Co., vbrd., 528, and 
Cogdell v. Tel. Co., 185 N. C., 431, ” | 

Whether the message, as to “which there is such default, is one whose 
default causes pea loss or mental anguish, the party. entitled to 
gue must be the “real party in interest,’ and comes within one of two 
categories: either (1) a party to the contract or (2) a beneficiary 
named therein. | 

1. He may be a ee to the contract i being either the sender whose 
_ name is signed to the message, or the principal (whether disclosed or 
not) who paid for the message or by whose order the message was sent. 
Whether the breach caused pecuniary loss or mental anguish, the tele- 
graph company must have contemplated that damages would accrue to 
the real sender of the message. Qui facit per alium facit. per se. 

Whether his name was signed to the message or not, it is the damage 
that would accrue to him, if any, which the company contemplated that 
it would incur by its negligence. It is not to be thought that a public’ 

corporation would be more faithful in sending a message for one 

(398) party than another. Tel. Co. v. Broesche, 72 Tex., 654. Very 
Z frequently the signer of the message (as 1 in this nase) is a mere 
agent, a messenger, and in such cases he receives no damages and can 
recover none. The company is not thereby shielded, but is responsible 
to the “real party in interest,” the principal, by whose order the message 
was sent, for the damage he sustained, whether pecuniary loss or mental 
anguish, when the face of the message disclosed that the failure to de- 
liver would be likely to cause the loss of money, Cannon v. Tel. Co., 
100 N. C., 300, or mental suffering, Young v. Tel. Co., 107 N. C., 372. 
That is the gist of it. “The real sender of the message is entitled to re- 
cover whether his name is signed thereto or an agent signs his own name. 
- Whether the real or the nominal sender is the plaintiff is a mere matter 
of proof, as is the plaintiff’s relationship to the sick or dying person. 
named in the message. When that is shown, it is his loss, of course, 
which is the measure of damages. He is the roa contracting party. 

2. Sometimes the sender of the message, whether he sends it in his © 
own name or sends it in the name of his agent, is not the real party in ~ 
interest. In such case the sender cannot sue, Pegram v. Tel. Co., 100 - 
_N. C., 36; but the beneficiary of the message may, if the fact that he is 
the betiefoiniy appear upon the face of the message. ‘This may be either 
the sendee or one named in the message. This is upon the principle laid 
down in Gorrell v. Water Co., 124 N..C., 328, and cases following it, 
“that one for whose benefit a contract 1s made may sue for its breach or 
its enforcement.” 306 
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Thus, either (1) the maker of the contract, whether he contracts in 
his own name or in the name of an agent, can sue for whatever damage 
che sustains, or (2). the beneficiary of the contract who is contemplated — 
as such on the face of the message, can sue. Of course, a person who is 
neither a party, as principal or agent, to the contract, nor a 
beneficiary named therein, cannot recover. Cranford v. Tel. Co., (394) 
(188 N. C., 164. 

Accordingly, our reports show that in the great majority of the cases 
the action has been brought by the beneficiary named in the message, 
usually the sendee, but sometimes one referred to in the message. * In 
the other cases, the action has always been brought by the contracting 
party—this henge sometimes the signer of the message and sometimes the 
undisclosed principal, with whose money or by whose order the telegram 
was delivered to the telegraph company for transmission. 

The action was brought by— . | 

Sender: Kennon v. Tel. Co., 126 N. C., 232; Bennett v. Tel. Co., 
128 N. C., 108; Bright v. Tel. Co., 132 N. Cs 318: Williams v. Tel. 
Co., 136 N. C., "82: Green v. Tel, Oo., ibid., 506; Hancock v. Tel. Co., 
137 N. C., 499 ; Hall v. Pel. Co., 189 N. C., 870; Gerock v. Tel. Co., 
142 N. C., "99; Hancock v. Tel. ce 142 N. C., 163.. 

Sender ie sendee: Andrews v. Tel. Co., 119 N. C., 404; Dowdy v. 
Tel. Co., 124 N. C., 523; but it has been since strongly tatimated that 
it is a misjoinder for two persons, suing each for his own mental suf- 
fering, to unite in the same action, Morton v. Tel. Co., 1380 N. C., 308. 
Undisclosed principal of sender, seven cases: Thompson v.Tel. Co., 

107 N. C., 450; Cashion v. Tel. Co., 123 N. C., 269; 8. ¢., 124 N. C., 
464 (fully discussed) : Laudie v. Tel. Oo: abid., 532 ; Loudie v. Tel. Co., 
126 N. C., 484; Hood v. Tel. Co., 135. N. C., 622; Fannie. Tel. Co., 
140 N, C., 151 ‘Cn this last a new trial was piven on another point, but 
| there was no objection on this point suggested by the Court). ' 

Sendee: Young v. Tel. Co., 107 N. C.,371; Thompson v. Tel. Co., 
wbid., 456; Brown v. Tel. Co., 111 N. C., 4187 Concunincy loss) 5 Tei : 
». Tel, Co., 117 N. C., 436; Havener.v. Tel. Co., ibid., 541; Lyne 0. Tel, — 
Co., 123 N. C:, 130; Hendricks ». Tel. Ce. 126 N. 5 305 ; Ros- 
ser v. Tel. Co., 130 N. C., 251; Hunter v. Tel. Co., ‘bide, 607; (395) 
Meadows v. Tel. Co., 181 N. C., 74; s. c., 182 N. C., 41; Efird v. — 
(Tel. Co., ibid., 268; Tia Tel. Co., Abid, 460; Higdon v. Pel. O06: 
ibed., 726; Bejinw. Tel. Co., 1383 N. C., 604; Cogdell v. Tel. Co., 135 
Nol 431: Hunter v. Tel. Cos, brd., 459 « Dae. Tel. Co., 139 N. G:, 
82 ; Alexander v. Tel. Co., 141 N. cs 76: Whatten v. Tel. Co., ibid., 
3623] Mott v. Tel. Co., 142 N. C., 532; “Harrison v. Tel. Co., ante, 147; 
Shepard v. Tel. Co., ate, 244, . 

Beneficiary named in message (these are really cases of disclosed 
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prnorpale but who neither paid for nor ordered the sending of the 
messages): Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 109 N. C., 527; s. c., 116 N. C., 656; 
s.c., 117 N. C., 354; Green v. Tel. Co., 136 N. C., 489; Carter 0. Tel. 
Co., 141 N. C., 315; Kernodle vo. Tet. Co., abid., 437. 

Tn: Cranford v. Tel, Co., 188 N. C., 165, it is rel shown that one 
who suffers loss (it must be ‘iaterial aiotiae it 18 a money loss or 
mental suffering) by the failure to deliver a telegram cannot recover 
damages on that account unless he also shows that he is a party to the 
— contract (either as sender or as principal) or beneficiary (by being 

named therein or the sendee). The language of the Court is, after quot- 
ing Cashion v. Tel. Co., 123 N. C., 267, and 124 N. C., 459, and Laudre 
v. Tel. Co., 124 N. C., 528: “In each of those cases we need only say, 
without discussing the principle upon which they rest, there was abund- 
ant evidenge to show that the message was sent for the benefit of the 
plaintiff” (the undisclosed principal) “the sender merely acting as her 
agent, while in this case there is no such evidence.” 

That language exactly applies here. The principle stated in those 
- gases cited in Cranford’s case has been recognized by this Court seven 
times, as above stated. It is reasonable, logical and just, and there is 

no reason why. we should overrule them. Besides the seven de- 
(396) cisions above referred to, it was said in Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 109 

N. C., 5383: “The plain can therefore maintain this action 
both beewuse his sister was his agent for the purpose of sending the 
telegram and because he was the beneficial party.” Yet in that case the 
plaintiff had not directed the sending, and paid for the message, as in 
this case, but had merely left authority to telegraph in case of sickness, 
and had no knowledge of the message being sent until long afterwards. 
“The message may be written out, signed and delivered by an agent.” 
Scott & Jarnagan on Telegraphs, 161. “The contract is not necessarily 
with the party whose name is signed to the message.” Ibid., 177. 

Here, the evidence discloses that in truth the plaintiff sent the mes- 
sage through the agency of his son, and paid for it. The relationship 
of the principal and his agent was known to the operator. The message 
concerned the critical illness of the plaintiff's wife and was sent to the 
husband of his daughter, and John Helms told the operator that he 
“would go back” to his father and get the sendee’s street number, and 
did so. All these were pregnant circumstances to give the defendant 
notice that the message was sent by the plaintifi’s order.. But, if that 
were not so, the above authorities, several in number, hold, unless all 
are overruled, that the plaintiff, if an undisclosed principal, can recover 
for the default in the delivery of a message. The defendant relies upon 
Cranford v. R. R., 188 N. C., 165. But that case, instead of overruling 
Cashion’s and Laudie’s cases, cites them as not being in conflict with — 
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itself. Cranford’s case rested on three propositions: (1) That the 
message, so far as the evidence disclosed, was sent solely for the benefit 
of the husband of the plaintiff; (2) that there was no evidence that the 
defendant knew that such a person as the feme plaintiff existed; (3) 
that there was no evidence that the message was sent for her ben- 

efit. The lack of evidence in the foregoing particulars was the (397) 
controlling factor in the decision of that case. 

In the case at bar it affirmatively appears by the uncontradicted evi- 
dence (1) that the message was sent and paid for by the plaintiff; (2) 
that the operator knew the relationship between John Helms and the 
plaintiff, and his attention was called to-it before the message was sent, 
by the son saying he “would go back” to his father and get_the sendee’s 
street number; and (3) that the message was sent for the plaintiff’s 
benefit. In Cranford’s case it is said: “Nor is there any evidence that 
the message was in fact intended for the benefit of the feme plaintiff. 
The defect in the prOo! last mentioned 1 is sufficient of itself to defeat the 
plaintiff’s 8 recovery.” 

To sum up, it 1s not necessary that the company should have notice, at 
the time, who is the real sender. Its duty is the same, whether the 
sender, sendeo or principal of the sender is the “real party in interest.” 
It is sufficient if the telegram on its face gives notice that failure to 
deliver will cause mental suffering or pecuniary loss, and that at the © 
trial the evidence shall show that such damages Neenied to the plaintiff, 
who shall further show that he was the real (not the mere nominal) 
sender of the dispatch, or that it was sent for his benefit as sendee or 
beneficiary named in the message. That the undisclosed principal can 
recover is held, Harkness v. Tel. Co., 73 Iowa, 190, 5 Am. St., 672; 
Tel. Co. v. Broesche, 72 Tex., 654, 13 Am. St.; 848. | 

No case has been cited and it is Pelieved: that none can be found 
which denies the right of the real sender, he who orders the message — 
sent and pays for it, to recover damages for failure to deliver, whether 
he was known to the company or not, and whether the damages are for 
money lost or mental suffering, paused by the defendant’s negligence. 
At least seven times this Court has ruled that such principal, being the 
real party to the contract, can recover. The cases cited in the 
opinion of Brdéwn, J., of Morrow v. Tel. Co., and the others, (398) 
which hold that a plaintiff whose name is not mentioned in the 
message cannot recover, refer to beneficiaries of the message, and are 
in exact accord with what is said in this dissent. Those decisions do 
not disqualify the real party to the contract, the principal who paid for 
‘and sent the message, and whose agent sien it. This view is sus- 
tained by the text and cases cited in Jones Telegraphs, sec. 469. 

Tel. Co. v. Broesche, 72 Tex., 654, holds that it is immaterial that the 


309 


IN THE SUPREME COURT.  ——_—~—*([148 
KIMBERLY v. HOWLAND. 


telegraph company is not informed by the signer of the message that it 
is sent in behalf of and paid for by an undisclosed principal. The 
company is liable to the latter for any mental anes caused by its 
negligence. : 


Cited: Hole: v. Tel. Co., 149 N. C., 889, 345; Poanal Co. v. R. R., 
155 N. C., 155; Phomason v. Hackney, "159 N.: C, 301, 
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KIMBERLY v. HOWLAND. 


(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 


Negligence—Isswes—Blasting—Dynamite—Evidence—Fright, Injuries. Caused 
By—Wrecked Nervous System—Husband and Wife—Injury to Wife—Loss 
of Society—Right of Action of Husband. 


1. Where the issues submitted presented every phase of the case, and are 
such ag arise upon the pleadings, and are a’ sufficient basis for the 
_ judgment rendered, and the defendant was given the opportunity to 
present every defense he had, his exception to the issues submitted is 
_ without merit. 4 . 
2. In an action for an injury from an alleged negligent blasting, where 
plaintiff's evidence tends to prove that defendant was blasting rock 
with dynamite on the outskirts of the city about 100 yards from a 
street and 175 yards from plaintiff's residence, and in close proximity 
to other houses, and that a rock weighing 20 pounds, from one of the 
blasts, crashed through plaintiff’s residence; that defendant’s forema’ , 
was not an expert blaster, and was absent a part of the time; that his 
assistants had but little experience; that the blast was fired off without 
being properly smothered; that smothering is a safe method usually - 
employed in such’ operations, and had it been properly done on this 
occasion the injury could not have well resulted: Held, that this 
evidence of negligence was amply ‘sufficient. to have been submitted 
to the jury. 


3. While the defendant dia not. know at the finié he fired the blast that the 
. feme plaintiff was lying in bed at her home in a pregnant condition, 
and could not foresee the exact consequences of his act or the form of 
injury inflicted, he ought in the exercise of ordinary care to have 
known that he was subjecting plaintiff and family to danger, and to 
have taken proper precautions to guard against it. 


4. Mere fright, unaccompanied or followed by physical injury, Neainet be 
considered as an element of damage; but where the fright occasions — 
physical injury not contemporaneous with it, but directly traceable 

_ to it, a right oF action for such injury, resulting from a negligent act, 
arises. 


5. Where the pluintiff’s evidence shows that the wife was lying on her bed 

heavy with child at the moment the rock crushed through the roof 

of her home, and though it did not strike her, it greatly shocked her 

nervous system, and nearly caused a miscarriage, and that she has- 

never recovered from the effects of it: Held, that she has a right of 

action for the physical injury sustained—a wrecked nervous system— 
resulting from negligence, whether willful or otherwise. 
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6. Where the maey to the wife is of such a character that the husband is 
deprived of the society or services of his wife, he may recover therefor, 
and may sue in his own name; and if the injuries are permanent he 
can recover such sum as will be a fair compensation for the eutuse 
diminished capacity for labor on the part of the wife. 


Action by T. M.. Kimberly and wife against R. S. Howland, heard 
by W. BR. Allen, J., and a jury, at the June Term, 1906, of Buncomsn. 

‘The plaintiffs brought two distinct actions for an injury. to the feme 
plaintiff by reason of the negligence of the defendant+in conducting 
certain blasting operations. The husband sued for the loss of his. 
wife’s services. The two actions were ‘consolidated and tried together 
upon the following issues: | 
1. Was the defendant negligent as alleged ? Ans. Yes. 
9, Tf so, was the plaintiff Janie Kimberly injured thereby ? 
Ans. Yes. (400) 
8, What damage, if any, is plaintiff Janie Kimberly entitled to , 
recover ¢ Ans. $3,500. 

4, What damage, if any, is plana. T. M. Kimberly entitled to re- 
gover? Ans. $700. 
From the Judgment rendered, defendant ape 


Thomas A. Jones for the plaintiffs. 
Merrimon & Merrimon for the defendant. 


Brown, J. The defendant excepted to the issues submitted by the 
Court and tendered the following: 1. Were the injuries alleged in the 
complaint the immediate, natural and. necessary consequences of the 
alleged blasting? 2. Were the alleged injuries to the plaintiff such as 
might naturally and probably occur from the alleged negligence, and 
were they such as should have been in contemplation of the defendant 
with reasonable certainty? 38. Was the alleged physical injury the natu- — 
ral and proximate result of the alleged fright? 

The issues submitted by the Court presented every phase of the case 
and are such as arise upon the pleadings, and are approved by precedent 
as appropriate in such cases. The defendant was given the opportunity 
to present every defense he had and every proposition of law and fact 
embraced in the issues tendered by him. ‘Not only was he given a fair 
opportunity to present his views of the law and facts, but the record 
shows that he did so present them. The issues: submitted are also a 
sufficient basis for the judgment rendered. Wright v. Cotten, 140 N. C., 
1; Walson v. Cotton Mills, 140 N. C., 52. 

"The chief contention made by the Teqencd counsel for is defendant 
in his argument is that in no view of the evidence can either plaintiff 
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recover, and, therefore, the’motion to nonsuit should have been 
(401) sustained. As the right to recover anything on the part of the 
husband is dependent upon the liability of the defendant to 
the wite, we will consider her case first. 

It is contended: 1. That the evidence discloses no negligent act. 2. 
That the defendant’s agents could not have reasonably’ foreseen the con- 
sequences of their acts. 3. That the injury complained of by the wife 
was the result of fright only, for which no recovery can be had. 

_ The plaintiffs offered evidence tending to prove that defendant was 

blasting rock with dynamite on the outskirts. of the city of Asheville | 
' about 100 yards from Charlotte Street and 175 yards from plaintiff’s 
residence, and in close proximity to other houses. A rock from one of 
the blasts, weighing about 20 pounds, crashed through a portion of 
plaintiffs’ residence. It was further in evidence that defendant’s fore- 


_ man. was not an expert blaster, and that a part of the time the blasting _ 


was going on he was absent, and that his assistants had but little ex- 
perience. It was in sridence that the blasts were fired off without being 
properly “smothered,” and that “‘smothering” is a safe method usually 
employed in such operations, and that had it been properly done on this 
_ occasion the injury to plaintiffs’ residence could not well have resulted. 
We think the evidence of negligence amply sufficient to have been 
submitted to the jury. Blackwell v. Rk. &., 111 N. C., 151. . We think, 
furthermore, that a man of ordinary prudence should have foreseen the 
probable consequences of blasting with dynamite in such a neighborhood ~ 
without properly smothering the blast. Persons using such an inflam- 
mable and ‘powerful instrumentality as dynamite are charged with 
knowledge of its probable consequences which they could by reas- 
(402) onable diligence have acquired. The defendant knew he was blast- 
| ing in a populous neighborhood and that plaintift’s dwelling was _ 
nearby. If the evidence offered by plaintiff is to be believed, the work- 
men were unskilful and the blasts deficiently smothered so as to fail to. 
properly confine their effect. It is true defendant did not know at the — 
time he fired the blast that the femé plaintiff was lying in bed in her 
home in a pregnant condition, but he or his agents knew it was a diwell- 
ing-house and that in well-regulated families such conditions occasion- 
ally exist. While the defendant could not foresee the exact conse- 
quences of his act, he ought in the exercise of ordinary care to have 
known that he was subjecting plaintiff and his family to danger, and to 
have taken proper precautions to guard against it. Gates v. Latta, 117 
N. C., 189; Watson on Damages, sec. 4; 19 Cye., 7, and cases cited ; 
Blackwell . R. R., supra. | 
The authorities seem to agree that if the tort is wilful and not merely 
negligent, the wrong-doer is liable for such physical injuries as may 
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proximately result, whether he could have foreseen them or not. We do 
not base our decision upon any evidence of a wilful wrong, for there is 


none. The defendant was engaged in a lawful act, and if prosecuted 


with due care he would not be liable; and due care means in a case of 
this sort a high degree of care. We bear in mind the distinction be- 


- tween wilful wrong-doing and those consequences flowing from simple 


negligence, so clearly stated by Mr. Justice Walker in Drum v. Miller, 
135 N. C., 208: “In the one case he 1s presumed to intend the conse-- 
quences of his unlawful act, but in the other, while the act is lawful, 
it must be performed in a careful manner, picew ce it becomes nnlaw- 
ful, if a prudent man in the exercise of proper care can foresee that it 
will naturally or probably cause injury to another, though it is not 
necessary that the evil result should be, in form, foreseen.” 

We, therefore, conclude that, while there is no evidence 
of a wilful wrong, the dciendant should have reasonably fore- (403) 
seen the result of his negligence. No human being could foresee 
the exact form of the injury inflicted, but ordinary prudence could 
foresee that there was danger to plaintiffs and their household unless 
the blast was securely confined. 

lt has been argued in this case by defendant’s counsel with much 
earnestness and ability, backed by most respectable authority, that the 
jeme plaintiff’s injuries, if she sustained any, were the result of fright 
without any contemporaneous physical injury, and that she cannot re- - 
cover for them. This brings us to the consideration of a question con- 
cerning which ‘there is much conflict among the authorities. We will 
not undertake to either reconcile or review them. All the courts agree 
that mere fright, unaccompanied or followed by physical injury, can- 
not be considered as an element of damage. In a very exhaustive note 
by Judge Freeman to #. R. v. Hayter, 77-Am. St., 860, all the authori- 
ties are collected. But where the fright occasions physical injury, not. 


contemporaneous with it, but directly traceable to it, the courts are 


hopelessly divided. The testimony offered in behalf of the plaintiffs 
tends to prove that the wite was lying on her bed heavy with child at 
the moment the rock crashed through the roof; that although it did 
not strike her, it greatly shocked her nervous system and nearly caused 
a mancarmiage, and that she has never. recovered from the effects of it. 
If this testimony is believed, the injury to the wife was a physical in- 
jury resulting from shock and fright and directly traceable to it. There 
is much conflict of evidence, but plaintiffs’ testimony tends to prove 
that had not the rock crashed through the roof she would not have en- | 
dured the nervous physical pain and suffering which has followed. The 
nerves are as much a‘part of the physical system as the limbs, 

and in some persons are very delicately adjusted, and when “out (404). 
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of tune” cause excruciating agony. We think the general princi- 
ples of the law of torts support a right of action for physical injuries re- ‘ 
sulting from negligence, whether wilful or otherwise, none the less 
strongly because the physical injury consists of a wrecked nervous sys- 
tem instead of Jacerated limbs. Injuries of the former class are fre- 
quently more painful and enduring. than those of the latter. A recent 
writer on the subject trenchantly says: “To deny recovery against one - 
whose wilful or negligent tort has so terribly frightened a person as to 
cause his death, or leave him through life a suffering and helpless wreck, 
and permit a récovery for exacily the same wrong which results, instead, 
in a broken finger, is a travesty upon justice. The reasoning which can | 
lead to such a result must be cogent indeed if it shall be entitled to re- 
spect.” Case and Comment, August, 1906. <A text-writer of repute — 
says: “The preterable rule on this subject is, In otlr opinion; that if a 
nervous shock is a natural and proximate consequence of a negligent 
act, and physical injuries resulting directly from mental disturbance, 
Here should be a recovery for the anguish of mind and its consequent 
physical loss, irrespective of contemporaneous bodily hurt.” Watson 
on Damages for Personal Injuriés, sec. 405. We think the able Judge 
who tried this case in the Court below clearly stated the law, as we 
administer it, when he said: “While fright and nervousness alone do 
not constitute an injury within the meaning of thts issue; if this fright 
and neryousness is the natural and direct result of the negligent act of 
the defendant, and if this fright and nervousness naturally and directly 
causes an impairment of health or loss of bodily power, then this would 
constitute an injury within the meaning of this issue. There must be an 
injury, as explained to you, and this injury must have*been the natural 
and direct result of the negligent act of the defendant and one 

(405) which should have been foreseen by the defendant by the exercise 
of ordinary care.” Watkins v. Mfg. Co., 181 N. C., 537, and 

cases cited; Bell v. R. B., L. R., 26 Iv; Pureell v. Railway, 48 Minn., 134. 
It is contended that the husband has sustained no injury, and as to 
him the motion to nonsuit should have been allowed. Jt seems to be well 
settled that where the injury to the wife i&8 such that the husband re- 
ceives a separate loss or damage, as where he is put to expense, or is de- | 
prived of the society or the services of his wife, he is entitled to recover 
therefor, and he may sue in his own name. 15 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 861, 
and cases cited. In this case there is no evidence of an outlay of money 
in medical bills-and ‘other actual] expenses, and the Court so charged ‘the 
jury and directed them to allow nothing on that account. His Honor 
also correctly. instructed the jury to allow nothing because of any 
mental suffering upon the part of the husband. There was, however, 
evidence as to the loss of the services of the wife, and that the injury 
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inflicted was of such a character as to deprive the husband of her so- 
ciety, services, aid and comfort. The Court further charged that if the 
' Injuries are permanent the husband could also recover such sum as will 
be a fair compensation for the future diminished capacity to labor on 
the part of the wife. This instruction we think is correct and supported 
by authority. 6 Thompson Negligence, secs. 7341, 7342. It is impos- 
sible to lay down a rule by which the value of her services and the loss 
of the wite’s society can be exactly measured in dollars and cents. All 
the Judge can do is to direct the jury to allow such reasonable sum as 
will fairly oe the husband therefor under all the circumstances 
of the case. 

_ We have carefully examined all ae exceptions in ite record, | 
although we comment only on such as we think proper. The (406) 
case appears to us to have been well and fairly tried, and we 

find no reversible error in any. of the rulings or instructions of the. 
Court. | 


No Error. 


Cited: Settle v. R. R., 150 N. C., 644; Hunter v. R. R., 152 N. C., 
689; Roberts v. Baldwin, 155 N. C.; 281; May v. Tel. Co., 157 N. C., 
429 : Arthur v. Henry, Ib., 440; Garrison v. Machine Co., 159 N. 6. 
— 288; SaRt sean: Rh. R., 161 N. G., 466; Hinton v. Hall, 166 N. O., 481. 





GREEN v. GREEN. 
(Filed 18 December, 1906). 
Divorce—Alimony-Contempt—Appeal—Former 1 Decision.. 


1. Where plaintiff obtained a jiawmnent of divorcee from bed. and - board 
against defendant, and the defendant was ordered to convey a one-— 
fourth interest in a certain tract of land to a trustee for the use 
and benefit of plaintiff or pay into the Clerk’s office $250 for the 
Same purpose, the land to be leased by ‘the trustee or sold and the 
proceeds applied to the support of plaintiff, the execution of a 


quit-claim. deed by defendant to the trustee was not a compliance 
with the order, where it was afterwards discovered that defendant 
had, prior to the judgment of ‘separation, conveyed all of hig interest 
in the land to his son; and an order adjudging him in contempt 
and committing him to jail until he had complied with the order 
of alimony was proper, the Court having found that he was fully able 
to comply. 


2. Where the defendant was gajnieed in contempt and the ruling was 
affirmed on appeal, and upon the presentation of the certificate of 
this Court, the Court below affirmed the former order in every 
particular and directed the same to be executed, the defendant cannot, 

by a second panpeal review the former decree of this Court. 


315 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. meets 
GREEN Vv, GREEN. 


Action by 1 Maggie V. Green against J ohn A. Green, heard by Mc- 
Neill, J., and a jury, at the February term, 1906, of Jackson. | 

This is an attachment for contempt for failing to comply with an 
order of the Court for alimony. The feme plaintiff obtained a judg- 
ment of divorce from bed and board against the defendant at May Term, 

1904, of the Superior Court, when Judge Jones, in the judg- 
(407) ment of separation, after finding the necessary facts, ordered 

that the defendant convey a one-fourth interest in a certain tract 
of land to V. F. Brown in trust for the use and benefit of the plaintiff 
and her child or pay into the Clerk’s office two hundred and fifty dol- 
lars for the same purpose, the land to be leased by the trustee and the 
rents applied to the support and maintenance of the plaintiff and her 
child, or that it be sold and the proceeds applied in like manner. The 
defendant executed a quit-claim deed to the trustee for the land. It was. 
afterwards discovered that he had conveyed the land to his son in Oc- 
tober, 1900. The trustee demanded possession of the defendant and his 
son, who refused to let him into possession, the defendant at the time 
denying that he owned any interest in the land and his son asserting sole 
ownership in himself. 

At March Term, 1905, Judge Shaw issued a rule, requiring fie defend- 
ant to show cause why he should not be attached for contempt for failing 
to comply with the order of Judge Jones. The hearing of this rule was 
continued for the defendant to answer, but he has never answered the 
same. Judge Shaw found as a fact that the defendant had not in any 
way complied with the said order, although he was fully able to do so, 
and especially that he could pay the two hundred and fifty dollars, 
and that he had wilfully and contemptuously failed to do so. He there- 
upon adjudged the defendant in contempt of the Court for refusing to 
obey its order, and further adjudged that he be imprisoned in the county 
jail until he had complied with the same. The defendant appealed, and 
at Spring Term, 1906, of this Court the order of Judge Shaw was af- 
firmed (per curiam), 140 N. C., 651. 

At May Term, 1906, the matter came on to be heard before Judge 
McNeill upon the certificate of this Court and the motion of the de- 
fendants to have satisfaction of Judge Jones’ order entered of record. 
Judge McNewl, wpon a review of the orders and facts in the case, held 

that the defendant had not complied with the order of Judge 
(408) Jones, and denied his motion. He thereupon affirmed the order 

of Judge Shaw and directed that it be executed. It appeared 
that the defendant had complied with the order of Judge Jones in all 
respects except as to that part of it relating to the execution of the deed 
or the payment of the money in heu thereof. 

The defendant excepted to Judge McNeull’s order, and sapealéd 
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Walter E. Moore and Sh epherd & Shepherd for the plaintiff. 
W. T. Crawford and F. E. Alley for the detendant. 3 


WaLxer, J., after stating the case: The only contention made in this 
Court by the ‘defendant’s ee was that he fully complied with the 
order of Judge Jones when he executed the deed to the trustee therein — 
appointed. In support of this position, it was argued that Judge Jones 
necessarily found as a fact that the deed from the defendant to his son 
was fraudulent and void, because he recited in his order that it appeared ° 
the defendant owned a one-half interest in the land. We do not think 
that any such inference can reasonably be deduced from that recital, when 
it is considered with the context of the order, as it should be. It is-clear 
that the recital was based upon the fact that on 10 March, 1899, a deed 
for the one-half mterest had been made by John N. Hunter to the de- 
fendant (the other half having been conveyed to his son by the same 
deed), and:‘the admission of the parties that the defendant was, at the 
time the order was made, the owner of the one-half interest acquired 
by the deed. But, evidently, Judge Jones did not know of the subse- 
quent deed of the father to the son, or he would not have made such a 
recital, as the defendant’s representation that he owned an interest in 
the land was not true. It would appear that the defendant was conceal- 
ing the existence of this deed from the Court and from his wife, 
and attempted to commit a fraud in doing so. He knew that he (409) 
had made the deed to his son, and he must have known that the 
Court and his wife were ignorant of the fact. The recitals in the order 
of Judge Jones all tend conclusively to show it. But however this may 
be, whether he was guilty of an intentional or fraudulent concealment or 
not, we do not think he.has complied with the order. He was required 
to convey a one-fourth interest to the trustee, whereas it turned out that, 
when he made the deed, he had no such interest to convey. He had, 
before that time, conveyed all of his interest to his son. Perhaps this 
was his reason for making the deed in the form of a quit-claim. The 
law and the Court intended not merely a colorable, but a real and sub- 
stantial compliance with the order. We would mock at this plaintifi’s 
calamity and turn her away empty-handed, when she is entitled to relief, _ 
should we hold that there had been any genuine attempt by the defendant 
to comply with the order. We have found no evidence in this record of — 
any fraud committed by the defendant when he conveyed to his son; and 
besides, if his deed was fraudulent and void as to the plaintiff, the Court 
did not intend that, under its order, she was not to receive the use and 
benefit of the land, but instead get a lawsuit. Besides, should the de- 
fendant be permitted to plead his own fraud, in order to delay and vex 
the plaintiff, whose claim for alimony 1s at least meritorious? The pur- 
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pose was that a good title to the one-fourth interest should be conveyed 
to the trustee; for how could he well lease the land or sell it without 
such a title? The Court assumed that the defendant had a valid title, 
for otherwise it would simply have ordered payment of the money. No 
other conclusion can be legitimately drawn from the facts. 

But Judge Shaw had adjudged the defendant in contempt and or- 

dered him to stand committed until he had complied with the 

(410) order. His ruling was affirmed by this Court on appeal. It 
| has not ‘been modified by Judge McNett, but on the contrary 
affirmed in every particular, and the said order was directed by him to 
be executed. The defendant cannot, by a second appeal, review the 
former decree of this Court. Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 123 N. C., 164. 

Judge McNeill found as a fact that the defendant had.denied that he 
had any title to the land or any interest therein, when the trustee de- 
manded possession of him and his son. How, in the face of this finding. 
ean he now ask to have it entered of record that he had complied with — 
the order of the Court? As he was not able to make the requisite title, 
he should have paid the money into Court according to the terms of the 
orders of Judge Shaw and Judge McNeill. This is what they clearly 
meant should be done, unless he had otherwise complied with the order. 
by securing a good.title to the one-fourth interest, and conveying that 
interest to the trustee. Not having done so and not proposing to do so, 
he was manifestly if not flagrantly Wisobeying the order, and was there- 
fore acting in contempt of the authority of the Court, for which con- 
duct he was properly adjudged to be committed. Pain v. Pain, 80 ~ 
C., 395. 


No Error. 


Cited: . Nang v. R. R., ante, 437; Roberts v. Baldwin, 155 N. ©., 
280. | 





(411) 
., McAFEE v. GREEN. 


(Filed 18 December, 1906). 


Deed to Trustee—Surplusage—Trusts and Trustees—Subdstituted Trustee— 
Contingent Remainders—Private Sale. 


1. Where land was conveyed to a grantee “as trustee” with ‘habendum 
' to “his own use and behoof,” and no other use is declared than such 
as would attach by-operation of law, the deed reciting the pay- 
ment of the purchase-money by the grantee, the word “trustee” is 
surplusage, and a deed by the grantee, not signed ag trustee, con- 
veyed the legal and equitable title in fee, and upon his death there 
was nothing left in him to vest in his heirs. . 
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2. Under Rev., sec. 1037, where a trustee dies, all of the parties in interest | 
may join in a petition to the Superior Court to have a new trustee 
appointed, and upon the passing of the decree the substituted trustee 
holds the legal title upon the same trusts as the original trustee— 
so far as it is competent for the Court to confer them. 


8. Under Rev., sec. 1590, upon the application of all the parties in interest, 
the trustee representing contingent remaindermen, the Court can 
direct a sale of the land, and the Court has power to order the sale 
to be made privately, where it appears to be promotive of the interests 
of the parties. | 


— CoNTROVERSY without action, by Cora McAfee and others against Natt 
Green and his wife, heard by 0. HT, Allen, J., at the September Term, 
1906, of BuncomBE. 

This was a controversy submitted without action upon the following 
agreed facts:. On 6 May, 1889, C. E. Graham, being the owner of the 
land in controversy, together with his wife, executed deeds of convey- 
ance therefor to W. L. McAfee as trustee. The habendum of said deed 
is in the following words: “To have and to hold the above-described 
land and premises, with all the appurtenances thereunto belonging or 
in anywise appertaining, unto the said party of the second part, his 
heirs and assigns, to the only use and behoof of him and his said 
heirs and assigns forever.” No other or further trusts were de- (412) 
clared in said deeds, 

On 26 September, 1889, the said W. L. McAfee, trustee, and his wife, © 
Cornelia McAfee, exéented to -Platoff Zane a deed conveying said real 
estate in fee canes no trust being declared in said deed. That on 6 
December, -1889, the said Platoff Zane, describing himself as trustee, 
executed -a deed to the said W. L. Me Afee, trustee, for the said real 
estate, upon the following trust, to wit: 

“But this conveyance is minder in trust for the sole and ee use 
of the said Cornelia McAfee during her natural life, free from the con- 
trol and disposal of her husband, the said William L. McAfee, except 
as herein provided, and so that the said property shall not be subject to 
the debts and liabilities of her said husband; and if the said William L. 
McAfee shall be living at the time of the death of the said Cornelia, then 
after her death, in trust for the said William L. McAfee during his 
natural life; and from and after the death of them, the said William 
and Goria: in trust for such of the daughters of the sald Cornelia and 
William, manly, Blanche, the widow of Thomas C. Acheson, Mary, the 
widow of Sylvester M. Hamilton, and Cora McAfee, as avull then be ° 
living, and the children of such of them as might then be dead, that is to 

say, to each of them the said Blanche, Mary and Cora, who should be 
living at the time of the death of the survivor of them, the said William 
and Cornelia, an equal undivided share during her aeaen! life, for her 
sole and separate use, free from the control and disposal of and not to be 


319 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143° 
p McAFEE v. GREEN. 


subject to the debts or liabilities of any future husband}. but if at the 
time of the death of the survivor of them, the said Wuliam and Cor- 
nelia, or either-of them, the said Blanche, Mary and Cora, should be 
‘dead, leaving a child or children then living, such child or children shall 
take and have absolutely in fee simple the same share which his, her 

or their mother would if* then lving have been entitled to as 

(413) aforesaid for her natural life, and the share to which either of 

them, the said Blanche, Mary and Cora, may become entitled 
to as aforesaid, for her natural life, shall upon her death vest abso- 
lutely and in fee simple in her child or children living at the time of 
her death, or if there should be no such child’ then living, in her heirs 
at law.” 

Power was conferred upon said trustee to sell and convey the property 
and hold the proceeds thereof upon the same trusts therein set out. 

‘The said W. L. McAfee died during the year 1890. That thereafter 
the said Cornelia McAfee, Cora, Blanche Acheson, Cornelia Acheson, 
Mande Hamilton, Blanche Hamilton, and Mrs. Mary Hamilton duly 
filed their petition before the Clerk of the Superior Court of Buncombe 
County for the purpose of having a trustee appointed in lieu of the said 
W. L. McAfee. That. pursuant thereto, the said Clerk made a decree 
appointing the said Cornelia McAfee trustee in lieu of the said William 
L. McAfee, deceased, vesting in her the title to said land, upon the same 
trust declared in said deed. Thesaid Cornelia thereafter died, and the 
said Blanche Acheson died, leaving as her only children and heirs at 
law, Blanche Acheson and Cornelia Acheson. The said Mary Hamilton 
thereafter died, leaving Blanche Hamilton and Maude Hamilton as her 
only heirs at law, all of whom are more than twenty-one years of age. 
The plaintiff Cora McAfee has no children, and is the only living child 
of W. L. and Cornelia McAfee, and, in default of issue, her said nieces 
would be her heirs at law. | 

The owners of said property have been offered. by defendants Natt 
Green and wife the sum of $35,000 therefor and have agreed to sell and 
convey the same to said parties for said sum, which they regard as a 
fair price for said property. It appears that the said parties own other 
7 real estate in the city of Asheville, subject to the same limita- 

(414) tions, which is unimproved and yielding no income. That if the 
same were improved by the erection of buildings thereon, it 
- would yield to the said parties an income. 

In a proceeding instituted by the said Cora against the other parties, 
owners of said land, in the Superior Court of Buncombe County, an 
order was made at September Term, 1906, appointing H. T. Collins 
guardian ad litem to represent such children as might be born to the 
said Cora McAfee and after her death be entitled to said interest in the 
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property in remainder. At fits said term of said Court the said H. T. 
Collins was also appointed trustee, with power and direction to hold 
said title to said land upon the same trust set out in the said deed, bear-. _ 
ing date 6 December, 1889. He was further authorized and empowered 
to discharge the trust set forth in said deed, Cora McAfee being the 
owner of the one-third undivided interest in said property. H. T. Col- 
 lins, guardian and trustee, duly filed answer in said proceeding ad- 

mitting the facts hereinbefore set, out. | 


At the said term of said Court an ee was made in which George _ 
_ H. Wright, Esq., was appointed referee with direction to inquire into the 


facts concerning said offer to sell said land and take testimony there- 
upon and to report whether, upon such facts, the interests of the said 
parties, especially the said Cora MeAfee, would be enhanced by the sale _ 
of the property and whether or not the price offered therefor was just 
and fair, ete. Thereafter the said referee made his report to the Court, 
from which it appeared that he had taken testimony in respect to the 
matters submitted to him, and that he found the facts, as hereinbefore 
set forth, to be true, and further that the interest of the parties would 
be faterially promated by a sale of the property and the reinvestment 
of the proceeds derived therefrom. Thereupon the said Court made a 
decree reciting the facts hereinbefore set forth, in which it was 
“ordered and adjudged that H. T. Collins, of- "Asheville, N. C., (415) 
be and he is hereby appointed commissioner of this Court, and. , 
is ordered and directed, as such commissioner, to sell and convey imme- 
diately at private sale to Natt Green and wife, Mary R. Green, of Ashe- 
ville, N. C., said one undivided one-third interest -in said property, at 
the price of eleven thousand, six hundred and sixty-six and two-thirds © 
dollars | ($11, 666.67); and he is further ordered and directed, as such | 
commissioner, to execute and deliver, upon the payment of such purchase 
_ money, a deed of conveyance in due form, conveying to said Natt Green 
and wife, Mary R. Green, their heirs and assigns, said undivided one- 
third interest in said land and property.” He was further ordered, 
after paying the costs of the proceedings, to hold the remainder of the 
proceeds of said sale, one undivided one-third interest of the said Cora 
McAfee, as said commissioner, until further order of the Court in the 
premises, etc. It further appeared that all the other parties, owners of 
said land, to wit, Blanche Acheson, Cornelia Acheson, Blanche Hamil- - 
ton, and Maude ‘Hamilton, had executed a deed, conveying their two- | 
‘ thirds interest in said property to the defendants Natt Green and wife... 
It was thereupon adjudged and decreed by the Court, that: upon the pay- 
ment of the said $35,000, purchase-money as aforesaid, to the said par- _ 
ties, deeds therefor, as set out in the record, he delivered to the defend- 
ants, Green and wife. To'this judgment, the defendants excepted and 
appealed... | | | | | 
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Julius C. Martin for the plaintifts. 
Wells & Swain for the defendants. . 


Connor, J., after stating the case: The defendants’ counsel except 
to the ‘udement herein, for that: 

1. The deed from MeAfee to Zane 1s not signed as trustee. The land 

is conveyed by Graham to McAfee “as trustee” with habendum | 

(416) to “his own use and behoof.” No other use is declared than 

such as would attach by operation of law, the deed reciting the 

payment of the purchase-money by the grantee. The word “trustee” is 

therefore surplusage not porn. the legal title conveyed, by the opera- 
tive words of the deed. 

2, That upon his death, the heirs of the trustee hold the legal title. 
This is true when the legal and equitable estates are separated and the 
trustee does not convey the legal title. Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 106, 
and many other cases in our Reports, the last of which is Cameron v. 
Hicks, 141 N. C., 21. Hence, the legal and equitable estates were in 
McAfee in fee; when he conveyed to Zane all of the estate which he had, 
there was nothing left in him to vest in his heirs. 

3. The trustee may be appointed by the Court, upon death of original . 
trustee; hence, deed from substituted trustee is necessary to perfect. the 
title. As we have seen, the legal title vested in Zane by deed from 
McAfee, and by Zane’s deed to McAfee of 6 December, 1889, it revested 
in him upon the trusts therein declared. Upon the.death of McAfee, 
the legal title descended to his heirs at law, subject to the trusts de- 
clared, to wit: for Mrs. McAfee for life, remamder for themselves, sub- 
ject to the limitations contained in the deed from Zane to McAfee. As 
Mrs. McAfee, upon the death of her husband, became discovert, but for 
the contingent remainder,:the legal title, by operation of the statute of 
uses, would have vested in her for life and in her daughters in fee, thus 
combining both estates and making a perfect legal title. | 

The parties, we presume, being so advised, filed their petition in the 
Superior Court, pursuant to section 1037, Rev., to have a ‘ew trustee: 
appointed. All of the parties in interest joined in the petition, and 
upon the passing of the decree Mrs. Cornelia McAfee became the trus- 
tee, holding the legal title upon the same trusts as the ‘original trustee, 

so far as it was competent for the Court to confer them. It is 
(417) doubtful whether the power to sell and invest the proceeds con- 

ferred upon W. L. McAfee, being one of personal confidence, ‘in- 
volving the exercise of cate vested in the substituted trustee. 
Young v. Young, 97 N.C., 182; Baker v. McAden, 118 N. C., 740. This 
is not material here, because all parties in interest joined i 7 requesting 
the appointment of a new trustee and no attempt is being made by the 
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‘trustee to execute the power of sale conferred upon the original trustee. 
It is not very material whether the decree of the Clerk, substituting the 
new trustee, be erroneous or not, because no action was taken by Mrs. 
Cornelia McAfee, as trustee, affecting the title, and upon her death the 
legal title, if divested by the decree, Immediately. revested in the same 
persons as her heirs at law. Upon the death of Mrs. Acheson and Mrs. 
Hamilton, two-thirds undivided interest vested in fee in their daughters, 
merging the legal and equitable estates, thus putting an end to all limi- 
tations upon their two-thirds interest. Assuming, as the, parties have 
done, that upon the death of Mrs. Cornelia McAfee, the new trustee, 
that the legal title to one-third undivided interest descended to her heirs 
at law, her grandchildren and Cora McAfee in trust for said Cora in 
fee, subject to be divested by birth and survival of issue, it was clearly 
competent upon the application of all parties in interest, to appoint a 
new trustee to hold the legal title to preserve contingent remainders. 
Having done so, we can see no reason why, independently of the Statute 
of 1903, Rev., 1590, the Court, upon the application of all the parties 
in interest, the trustee representing contingent remaindermen, could not 
direct a sale of the land. This was held in Overman v. Tate, 114 N. C., 
571, and the authorities reviewed in Springs v. Scott, 182 N. C.,, 548. 
To prevent any possible doubt of the existence of the power and to pro- 
vide for its exercise and proteet the interest of all parties in re- 
mainder, whether in esse or not, the Act of 1903, being section (418) 
1590, Rev., was passed: “In all cases where there is a vested - 
interest in real estate, and a contingent remainder over to persons who 
are not in being, or when the contingency has not yet happened which 
will determine who the remaindermen are, there may be a sale of. the 
property by a proceeding in the Superior Court at term-time, which 
proceeding shall be conducted in the manner pointed out in this section.” 
The manner of procedure is specifically pointed out. 

The facts set out in the record bring this case clearly within the lan- 
guage and purpose of the statute as construed in Hodges v. Lipscomb, 
133 N. C., 199. The purpose of the statute was clearly pointed out by 
the Chief Justice in his well-considered opinion in that case, and we can 
‘add nothing of value thereto. In Smith v. Gudger, 183 N. C., 627, we 
again construed the statute and disposed of the same exception made 
here, saying: ‘To the suggestion in the demurrer that all persons who 
might, in any contingency, have an interest therein are not made par- 
ties, it is suffigient to say that the Act of 1903 was passed expressly to 
meet the difficulty therein suggested.” Anderson v. Wilkins, 142 N. C., 
154. The statute is so manifestly in accordance with a sound public 
policy, as well as the promotion of private right and interests, that we 
have not hesitated to give it such a construction as effectuates the inten- 
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tion of the Legislature. In a country such as ours the highest public. 
and private interests are promoted by removing obstructions to alienation 
and giving security to titles. To the exception that the sale is directed 
to be made privately, it 1s sufficient to cite Rowland v. Thompson, 73 
N. ©., 504; Barcello v. Hapgood, 118 N. C., 712. The power of the 
Court to order the sale to be made privately, when it appears to be: 
promotive of the interests of the parties, has been too frequently ad- 
judged by this Court to be considered an open question. The proceed- 
Ing has been conducted with careful regard to the statute and the 
(419) course and practice of the Court. 

Upon a careful consideration of the entire record and che éxtep- 
tions of defendants, we find no error. The judgment must be 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Smith v. Miller, 151 N. C., 627; Thompson Vv. Rospighiosi, 
162 N. C., 153; Bullock v. Ol Co., 165 N. C., 67,68. ’ 





STANFORD v. GROCERY COMPANY. 
(Filed 18 December, 1906.) 


Malicious Prosecution—Abuse of Legal Process, Elements of—Issues—Proba- 
ble -Cause—Malice—Declarations of Agent—Knowledge of Agent—Im- 
puted Knowledge—Indictment—Party Bound Over—Prima Facie Case— 
Damages: Compensatory, Punitive—Attorney’s Fee. 


1. In an action for malicious prosecution, it must be shown that an action 
or proceeding has peen instituted without probable cause, from malice, 
and that damage has been sustained, and enet the proceeding has 
terminated. 


2. In an action for malicious abuse of process, there must be shown | 
(1) an ulterior purpose, and (2)' some act done in the use of the 
process not proper. in the regular prosecution of the case; -but it 
is not necessary to show a want of Done cause, hor that the 
proceeding has terminated. 


3. Where the complaint endeavors to set up two causes of action—one 
for malicious prosecution and the other for malicious abuse of process— 
- but the evidence shows that the plaintiff’s entire grievance arises 
from a criminal prosecution for embezzlement, in which he was 
arrested and bound over to Court, and there is no evidence that the 
defendant did or attempted to do any act in the criminal proceeding 
which was contrary to the orderly and regular prosecution of the 
case, an issue addressed to the cause of action for malicious abuse of 
process should not be submitted. 
4. In an action for malicious prosecution in causing the arrest of plaintift 
. on a charge of embezzling goods which defendant claimed had been 
consigned and plaintiff claimed had been sold outright, the state-. | 
(420) ments made by defendant’s salesman who affected the sale and just 
after the sale, to defendant’s manager, who swore out the warrant, | 
as to the nature of the trade under which the goods were passed — 
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to plaintiff, were competent both as corroborative of dhe salesman | 
and substantive testimony on the question whether the defendant’s 
manager, in taking out the prosecution, had probable: cause for so 
doing and whether he acted in good faith. 


5. The principle that knowledge of the agent will-.be imputed to the. 
principle does not apply where the question is as to the responsi- 
bility for instituting 4 criminal prosecution, dependent in part on 
what the principal understood the trade to be which the agent. had 
made, from information reasonably relied on by him, nor does the 
principle of imputed knowledge apply when it would be against -the | 
interest of the agent to make the disclosure. 


6. In an action for malicious prosecution, where the wrong charged against 
the defendant was in.taking out a warant and causing plaintiff’s 
arrest, the declarations of the defendant made to the justice of the 
peace at the time the warrant was procured are admissible as sub- 
stantive testimony as part of the res geste. 


7. In an action for malicious prosecution, ‘where a committing magistrate — 
has bound over a party, or a grand jury has returned a true Dill 


against him, such action prima facie makes out a case of probable | 


cause, and the jury should be directed to consider the evidence as 
affected by this principle. ; 


8. In an action for malicious prosecution, an instruction that if. ‘the jury 
find that the defendant sold the goods straight-out to the plaintiff, 
and that the defendant had him arrested for the purpose of collecting 
the debt, they would answer the issue of malice in favor of the 
plaintiff, because that would be a wrongful act done intentionally and 
without just cause and excuse, was erroneous, as it was for the jury. 
to determine and not for the Court whether such an act was committed 
when the defendant caused the Plaintiff's arrest under the BYaCenCe 

in this case, 


9. In an action for eoat cite prosecution, on the question of damages the 
Court properly told the jury they could allow for a reasonable attorney’s 
fee paid by plaintiff in the case in which the prosecution was had.  - 


10. In an action for malicious prosecution, punitive or exemplary damages 
may be awarded by the jury, but the right to. such damages does 
not attach, as a conclusion of law, because the jury have found the 
issue of malice against the defendant, but the jury must find that the 
- wrongful act was done from actual malice in the sense of per- 
sonal ill-will, or under circumstances of insult, rudeness or op- (421) 
pression, or in a manner which showed a reckless and wanton dis- 
regard of the plaintiif’s rights. 
11. In an action for malicious prosecution, the term “malice, an. ietevencs 
to the question of damages, means malice in the sense of personal 
ill-will, while in respéct to the issue fixing responsibility it need not — 
necessarily be personal ill-will, but may be said to exist where there 
has been a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally done plaintiff 
without just cause or excuse, and it may be inferred from the alsente 
of prgbane cause. 


Monier by, W. A. Stanford against A. F. Messick ere Gunane 
heard by Peebles, J., and a jury, at the Heeneee Term, 1906, of Rook 
INGHAM. 

There was evidence tending to show that in November, 1900, the 
plaintiff became indebted to the defendant in about $97.29 for groceries 
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sold and delivered to the plaintiff, and that such amount was still due 
and owing; that the transaction was conducted by R. E. Steele, who was 
at that time salesman for defendant company, and in the matter 
“acted as its agent; that plaintiff having failed to pay, the defendant 
caused the arrest and trial of the plaintiff on a charge of embezzlement ; 
that on the preliminary trial before a justice of the peace, in February, 
1901, the plaintiff was bound over to Court, three magistrates sitting at 
the hearing; and at the following term of the Superior Court of Forsyth 
- County a true bill was found by the grand jury against the plaintiff. At . 
May Term, 1901, the plaintiff was acquitted in a trial of the cause be- 
fore a petit jury, and the plaintiff then commenced the present action 
for malicious prosecution and malicious abuse.of process. 

The plaintiff claimed and offered evidence tending to show that there 
was an absolute sale of the goods and that the arrest was, wrongful, 
malicious, without probable cause, etc., and because it appeared to be 

the only available method of forcing the collection of the claim 

(422) from the plaintiff, whom the defendant knew to be imsolvent and 

otherwise protected by the homestead exemption laws of the State. - 
There was evidence of the defendant tending to show that the goods were 
placed with the plaintiff on consignment and the plaintiff was guilty of 
embezzlement in wilfully failing to settle the claim or account for the 
proceeds of the sale of goods. 

The following issues were submitted and responded to by the jury: 

1. Did the defendant cause the arrest and prosecution of the plaintiff 
as alleged? Yes. | 

2. If so, was the arrest without probable cause? Yes. 

8. Tf so, was the arrest malicious? Yes. 

4, Did the. defendant by its agent cause the plaintiff to be arene 
and prosecuted for the unlawful purpose of forcing him to pay the debt 
due defendant by plaintiff, and not for the Deanor of vindicating the 
law against embezzlement? Yes. 

5. What amount, if any, is the plaintiff anita to recover of the 
defendant? $2, 000. 

There was judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant exeopted , 


and appealed. 


landsay Patterson and C. O. McMichael for the plaintiff. 
Manly & Hendren and L. M. Swink for the defendant. 


Hoxr, J., after stating the case: In this suit, the plaintiff seeks to 
recover on two causes of action, to wit, malicious prosecution and ma- 
licious abuse of process. The former exists when legal process, civil or 
criminal, is used out. of malice and without probable cause, but only its: 
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regular execution -is contemplated. There is malicious abuse of process 
where a party under process legally and properly issued employs it 
‘ wrongfully and unlawfully, and not for the purpose it is intended by 
law to effect. Wurmser v. Stone, 1 Kan. App., cited in 1'Cooley . 

on Torts, 3 Ed., 356; Hmery a. Ginnan, 24 I, App. 65; Lauzon (423) 
v. Charroux, 18 R, I. 467, | 

For recovery on baalieious prosecution, as sated in fh. R. v. H tans 
- Co., ante, 54, there must he shown that an action or proceeding has been 
instituted, without probable cause, from malice, and that damage has 
been sustained, and that the proceeding has heen terminated by the dis- 
charge or acquittal of sos accused. Cooley, supra, 320; Jaggard on 
Torts, 349. 

In actions for aie sie of process, there must ies shown (1) 
an ulterior purpose, and (2) some act done in the use of the process not © 
proper in the regular prosecution of the ease. A wilful perversion of 
the process of the Court to effect some collateral end, and one not. within 
the scope of the action when regularly and properly pursued. Cooley, 
supra, 354, 355. In this last action it is not necessary to show a want of | 
‘probable cause, nor that the proceeding his terminated. 

On the trial below the defendant in apt time excepted to the submis- 
_sion of the fourth issue, which was addressed to the second cause of 
action, as stated in the epiaplaint that for abuse of legal process. If it 
be conceded that this issue may arise on the pleadings, there is no testi- 
mony to support it as a separate and distinct cause of action. In any 
event, 1ts submission is not required, for a full and complete determina- 
tion of the rights of the parties litigant can be better had without it. 
Both the allegations and the evidence show that the plaintifi’s entire 
grievance arises, if at all, from the criminal prosecution for embezzle- 
ment, in which the plaintiff was arrested and bound over to Court. It 
- is nowhere alleged, certainly there 1s no evidence to show, that the de-. 
fendant did or attempted to do any act in this criminal proceeding which 
was contrary to the orderly and regular prosecution of the case. While 
the complaint endeavors to set up two causes of action, as a 
matter of fact the testimony only discloses one—that for ma- (424) 
licious prosecution—and the allegations purporting to be a second 
cause of action amount to nothing more than the assertion of ‘a bad 
motive prompting the first. | 

If, under the principles governing such actions, the defendant was 
justified . in instituting the criminal prosecution, the plaintiff. has no 
cause of action, either first or second. If he was not, then the plaintiff 
ean recover his entire damages on the first, second, third and fifth 
issues, and the motive suggested in the fourth issue can be received when 
properly established, and relevant on the issue as-to malice or on the 
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question of damages. As said.in Plummer v. Gheen, 10 N. C., 66: “If 
a man prosecute another for real guilt, however malicious his motives * 
may be, he is not liable in an action for malicious prosecution, nor is he 
_liable 1f he prosecutes him for apparent guilt arising from ¢ircum- 
stances which he himself believes.” _ 3 : 

The defendant by execptions duly noted further objects to the ruling 
of the Court on the statements made by R. E. Steele, the agent who 
effected the sale, to A. F. Messick, manager of defendant company, as to ° 
the nature of the trade under which the goods were passed to the plaintiff 
(record, p. 39). These statements by Steele to Messick, when he re- 
turned from the plaintiff’s place of business and just after effecting the 
deal, were admitted by the Court as corroborative of Steele, but re- 
jected as substantive testimony. We think the ruling was erroneous, and 
that the evidence was competent for both purposes, | 

This is not a question simply of what were the terms of the trade, 
but whether the defendant, in taking out the prosecution, had probable 
cause for so doing and whether he acted in good faith. What the sales- 
man told Messick of the trade is pertinent to that inquiry, and should 
be heard by the jury, and given such weight as they may think it de- 

| serves. Swaim v. Stafford, 26 N. C., 392. If it be suggested: 
(425) that Steele was the defendant’s agent, and that knowledge of the 

-agent will be imputed to the principal, the reply is that such 
knowledge will be so imputed when the question is as to the fixing 
responsibility for a transaction done in the scope and course of the 
agency. Fishblate v. Fidelity Co., 140 N. C., 589. But the principle 
does not apply here, where the question is not as to the terms of the 
trade, but as to the responsibility for instituting a criminal prosecution, 
dependent in part on what the defendant understood the trade to be, 
from information reasonably relied on by him. Furthermore, there is 
‘an exception to this rule of imputed knowledge when it would be against 
the interest.of the agent to make the disclosure. If Steele sold the 
groceries to the plaintiff outright, when his instructions were to sell only 
on consignment, he would not likely make known such a violation of 
instructions, and the case would seem to fall under this recognized excep- 
tion to the principle of imputed knowledge. Tiffany on Agency, me 
263; Allen v. R. R., 150 Mass., 200. 

Again: the statement of the manager made to the justice of the peace 
at the time the warrant was procured, was excluded as substantive testi- 
mony, and this is contrary to our decisions. The actionable wrong 
charged against the defendant was in taking out the warrant and caus- 
ing the plaintiff’s arrest. This was the act complained of, and the dec- 
larations of the manager in taking out the warrant, explaining and char- 
acterizing the act, are admissible as part of the res geste. Johnson v. 
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Chambers, 32 N, C., 987; Merrell v. Dudley, 139 N. C., 59, where Mr. 
Justice Brown, delivering the opinion, said: “Declarations or acts 
accompanying any.act or transaction in controversy and tending to 


_ io or illustrate it are received in evidence as part of the res gest@.” 


- The defendant also objects to a portion of the Judge’s charge, | 
as follows: “The fact that.a magistrate binds a man over to (426) 
Court and a grand: jury finds a-true bill against him is ordinarily ~ 
evidence of probable cause for the jury to consider; but that rule does 
not apply to a case of this sort.” It is certainly the sonéral rule, applica- 
ble to cases of this character, that when a committing magistrate has 
bound the party over or a grand 3 jury has found a true bill against him, 
such action prima facie makes out a case of probable cause, and the jury 
should be directed to consider the evidence as affected by this Pocus | 
. Johnston v. Martin, 7 N. C., 248; Bostick v. Rutherford, 11 N. C., 

| ‘Bell v. Pearcy, 33 N. C., 233; 19 A and E., 663, 664. We see no roaon 
why the principle does not apply here. 
His Honor, in response to a prayer by the. dcfendant, himself; in- 
structed the jury further: “The fact that the justice bound Stanford 
over to Court, and the grand jury found a true bill against him, estab- 
lishes, for the purpose of this action, prima facie that there was prob- 
able cause for the action of the Messick-Grocery Company in swearing 
out the warrant; and before the jury can answer the second issue ‘Yes,’ 
the plaintiff Stanford must overcome this prima facie case, and satisfy 
the jury by the greater weight of evidence that the defendant swore out 
the warrant without probable cause.’ This states the doctrine correctly, 
but is in direct conflict with the le of the charge excepted to, which | 
is erroneous. The objection, therefore,-must be sustained. 

The defendant further excepts to the charge of the Court on the third 
issue—that addressed to the question of malice—as follows: “If the 
evidence satisfies you by the greater weight thereof that they sold the 
goods straight-out to Stanford, and that they went there and had him 
arrested for the purpose of tollecting that debt, then the Court charges — 
you that it is your duty to answer the third issue ‘Yes,’ because 
that would be a wrongtul act done intentionally and without just (427) 
cause or excuse.” Malice within the meaning of this issue does 
not necessarily mean personal ill-will, and the Court was therefore cor- 
rect in its intimation that a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally 
done plaintiff without just cause or excuse, will constitute malice; but 
whether such an act was committed when the defendant caused the plain- 7 


tiff’s arrest, under the circumstances presented by this evidence, is for. — 


the jury to determine, and not for the Court. Johnson v. Chambers, 
. supra; McGowan »v. McGowan, 122 N. C., 145. . 
| On the question of damages the Court properly told the jury they. 
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could allow for a reasonable attorney’s fee, paid by the plaintiff in the 
case In which the prosecution was had. 1 Sedgwick, sec. 241. -And it 
is also correct doctrine, as stated in the charge, that on a verdict for the 
plaintiff in malicious prosecution, punitive or exemplary damages may 
be awarded by the jury. Kelly v. Traction Co., 182 N. C., 368. This 
right to punitive damages does not attach, however, as a conclusion of 
law, because the jury have found the issue of maltce in such action 
against a defendant. The right under certain circumstances to recover 
damages of this character is well established with us; but, as said in 
ITolmes v. &. f., 94 N. C., 318, such damages are not to be allowed 
“unless there is an element of fraud, malice, gross negligence, insult or | 
other cause of aggravation in the act which causes the injury.” And 
. again, in the concurring opinion in Ammons v. R. B., 140 N. C., 200, it 
is said: “Such damages are not allowed as a matter of course, but only | 
when there are some features of aggravation, as when the wrong 1s done 
wilfully or under circumstances of oppression, or in a manner which 
evinces a reckless and wanton disregard of the plaintiff’s rights.” At- 
tention is also called to this concurring opinion as to what may be prop- 
erly included in compensatory damages. 
The term “malice” here, in reference to the question of dam- 
(428) ages, unlike its meaning in the issue fixing responsibility, means 
actual malice in the sense of personal ill-will, and the jury should 
be instructed that if they find the issue fixing responsibility in favor of 
the plaintiff, they shall award him compensatory damages, and if they 
further find that the wrongful act was done from actual malice in the 
sense of personal ill-will, or under circumstances of insult, rudeness or 
oppression, or in a manner which showed a reckless and wanton dis- 
regard of the plaintiff’s rights, they may, in addition to compensatory, 
award punitive damages. Holmes v. R. R., supra; Ammons v. £. £., 
supra, concurring opinion; Bowden v. Bailes, 101 N. C., 612; Kelly v. 
Traction Co., supra; 1 Joyce Damages, sec, 442, age numerous au- 
thorities ; 19 A. and E., 704. 
In some of the eile cases there is decided intimation that in .actions 
_ which more especially impute malice, in case of recovery by plaintiff, 
such as slander or malicious prosecution, the right to punitive damages 
arises necessarily from a verdict for plaintiff; but in those cases, the cir- 
cumstances, as a rule, did not call for any careful examination of the 
question, and the Court was not, therefore, advertent to the difference in 
the significance of the term “malice” when: used in respect to damages 
and when it is used in respect to the issue fixing responsibility. In this 
last, it need not necessarily be personal ill-will, but, as intimated by his 
Honor in the charge, it may be said to exist where there has been a 
wrongful act,- knowingly and intentionally done plaintiff without. just 
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cause or excuse, and it may be inferred in actions of this character from 
the absence of probable cause. | 

| For the errors pointed out the defendant is entitled to a new trial, 
and it is so ordered. | | ; 


New Trial. 


Cited: Winslow v. Hardwood Co., 147 N. C., 277; Cou v. R. R., 
149 N. C., 119; Downing v. Stone, 152 N. C,, BOT: Warren v. Lumber 
Co., 154 N. C., 38; Hamilton v. Nance, 159 N. G., 59; Welkinson v. 
Wilkinson, Ib., 971; Wright v. Harris, 160 N. C., 550, "B61; Roper v. 
Ins, Co., 161 N, C., 157; Lumber Co. v. ann. 162 N. C., 805; 
Brinkley v. Knight, 163 VN. C., 195; Gardner v. Ins. Co., Ib.., 379 ; 


ee v. Edwards, 164 N. c 156. 
(429) 





KEEL v. CONSTRUCTION COMPANY. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


Building Contracts—Entire—Payable by Installments—Building Destroyed 
Before Completion—Rights of Parties—Unendorsed Notes as Collateral, 


1. Where one contracts.with the owner of a lot to furnish all the materials. 
and build and construct a house thereon for a certain price, the 
contract being entire and indivisible, if the structure, before com- 
pletion, is destroyed by fire, without fault on the part of the owner, 
and the contractor, being given the opportunity, refuses to proceed 
further, he is liable to refund any money which may have been paid 
him on the contract, and also for damages for its non-performance. 

2. If the contract price of the building is to be paid by instalments on the 
completion of certain specified portions of the work, each instalment 
becomes a debt due to the builder as the particular portion specified 
is completed; and if the house is destroyed by accident, the employer 
would be bound to pay the instalment then due, but would not be 
responsible for any intermediate work and labor and materials, 

3. Where the contract to build a completed house is not entire and indivisible, 
but only a-contract to do a part of the work and furnish part of 
the material, the owner or some independent contractor, having 
undertaken, or being bound, to do some substantial portion of the 
work; if the ‘structure is destroyed by fire or other inevitable accident, 
before completion, in such case the parties are relieved from further 
performance, and the contractor is ordinarily allowed to recover 
for what he has done, over and above the amount which may have 
been paid him: 

4, Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a certain 
date, provided for the payment of an instalment when the “walls 
have been erected to the second story,” and the instalment was paid, 
and thereafter the building, before completion, was destroyed by fire 
without fault on the part of the contractor or owner, the owner is not 
entitled to recover this instalment, nor any part of it, nor is the 
-coutractor entitled.to recover the value of the walls left standing. 

5, Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a specified 

date, provided for the execution by the owner of certain notes and 

mortgage to mature after*the date specified for the completion of the 
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building, and the notes and mortgages were executed, but the building 
was accidentally destroyed by fire before its completion, the owner 
is entitled to have the notes and mortgages in the hands of a bank, 
without endorsement, as collateral for money advanced the contractor, 
delivered up and canceled. 
(480) ; | 
Action by X, T. Keel against East Carolina Stous and Con- 
struction Company, heard by Webb, J., and.a jury, at the August Term, 
1906, of Wayne. 
Thar was evidence tending to show that aera contracted and 
agreed to furnish material and build and construct for plaintiff, on a 
lot owned by plaintiff, in Mount Olive, N. C., a three-story building, at 
a contract price of $5,950, according to dimensions and stipulations set 
forth in the contract; said building to be completed on or before 1 
August, 1905. 

‘That on 22 August, 1905, when the house was eee to a point where 
the roof was about half poet this store-house was accidentally, and 
without fault on the part of plaintif or defendant, destroyed by fire. 

That plaintiff, described as party of the second part in the contract, 
agreed to pay for the’ building, as follows: 

_ “The said party of the second part agrees to pay the said sum of 
$5,950, as follows: $950 when the walls of said building shall have been 
erected to the second story; $1,000 when said building shall have been. 
covered; $1,000 on 1 August, 1906; $1,000 on 1 August, 1907; $1,000 on 
uf Angust, 1908, and $1,000 on 1 August, 1909; said last ae payments 
of $1,000 each to be evidenced by four notes, drawing interest from 
August, 1905, at the rate of 6 per cent per annum, secured by first mort- 
gage on. said land and premises hereinbefore referred to. And the said 
party of the first part hereby stipulates and guarantees that it 
(431) will complete the erection as per contract, of said building, on or 
before 1 August, 1905.” 
That plaintiff executed and delivered the ee notes for $1,000 each in 

March, 1905, in accordance with the terms of the contract; and when 
the walls of the building had been erected to the second story, plaintiff 
paid the defendant the $950 as per stipulation. 

That these notes had been deposited by defendant company with the 
National Bank of Goldsboro as collateral for money advanced by the 
bank to defendant SOUDIRY, and so held by said bank without endorse- 
ment. 

That the defendant company had failed and refused to go ee com- — 
plete the building; and the value to plaintiff of the walls left standing 
on the lot after the fire was $500. 

On these facts admitted and established by no verdict of the jury, 
the Court entered judgment as follows: + 
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“It is thereupon, on motion of counsel for the plaintiff, considered 
and adjudged by the Court, that the defendants, The East Carolina 
Stone and Construction Company and the National Bank of Goldsboro, 
cancel and deliver up the four notes of one thousand dollars each, exe- 
cuted by the said X. T. Keel to the said East Carolina Stone and, Con- 
struction Company, and the mortgage securing the payment of the same, 

~and that-the plaintiff, X. T. Keel, recover of the defendant, The East 
- Carolina Stone and Construction Company, the sum of four hundred 
and fifty dollars ($450) and the costs of this action, to be taxed by the 
Clerk. 

“Tt is further considered, ordered and adjudged by the Court, that the 
restraining order herein be made perpetual.” 

Both plaintiff and agrenGau excepted, the defendant alone perfecting 
his appeal. | 


Aycock & Daniels and M. T. Dickinson for the plaintiff. 
Dortch & Barham and W. C. Munroe for the defendant. 


Hoxs, J., after stating the case: When’ one contracts with the 
owner of a lot to furnish all the materials and build and construct (432) 
a house thereon for a certain price, the contract being entire and 
indivisible, if the structure, before completion, is destroyed by fire, 
without fault on the part of the owner, and the contractor, being given 
the opportunity, refuses to proceed further: in such case, he j is liable to 
refund any money which may have been paid him on the contract, and 
also for damages for its nonperformance. Brewer v. Tysor, 48 N. C., 

181; Lawing v. Rintles, 97 N. C., 350; Beach’s Modern Law of Contracts, 
sec. 239, citing Thompkins v. Dudly, 95 N. Y., 272. | 

And this principle will not be affected by the fact that the money 18 
to be paid by instalments, if the price is entire for a completed building 
and these instalments are arbitrary and fixed without any regard to the 
value or any distinctive, portion of the work done. School Trustees v, 
Barrett, 27 N. J. Law. 

But if the contract is divisible and severable; if the price is not entire 
for a completed building, but is payable by instalments these instal- 
ments being fixed with regard to the value of the work done, or as cer- - 
tain portions of same are finished: in that event, if the structure be deé- 
stroyed by inevitable accident, “the builder is entitled to recover for the - 
‘instalments which have been fully earned,” but it seems that he has no 
claim for a proportional part of the next instalment which has been 
only partially earned. Brewer v. Tysor, 50 N..C., 178; Beach Modern 
em citing Richardson v. Shaw, 1 Mo. Ap., 234. 
| Tn this well-considered case, Laws, J., delivering the opinion, says: 

“The true principle which controls such a case as this is clearly stated 
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in Addison on Contracts, 452: ‘If the contract price of the building is 
to be paid by instalments on the completion of certain specified 
(438) portions of the work, each instalment becomes a debt due to the 
builder as the particular portion specified is completed; and if 
the house is destroyed by accident, the employer would be bound to pay 
the instalment then due, but would not be responsible for any interme- 
diate work and labor and materials.’ ” 

It has been further held that where the contract to build a completed 
house is not entire and indivisible, but only a contract to do a part of the 
work and furnish part of the material, the owner, or some independent 
contractor, having undertaken, or being bound, to do some substantial 
portion of the work: if the structure is destroyed by fire or other inevi- 
table accident, before completion, in such case the parties are relieved 
from further performance, and the contractor is-ordinarily allowed to 
recover for what he has done, over and above the amount which may - 
~ have been paid him. Cook v. McCabe, 53 Wis., 250; Butterfield v. 
Byron, 1538 Mass., 517. 

In the cases aust 4 cited and others of like import, by the nature of the, 
agreement, both parties contracted with reference only to the one par- 
ticular building, and evidently contemplated its continued existence. On 
its destruction, therefore, both sides are absolved from further obligation 
concerning it. The methods of adjustment in such circumstance are 
not pursued, because the modification of the general rule suggested by 
these cases does not apply to the one we are considering, and the cases 
are only referred to because they are mentioned, and to some extent 
relied on, in the argument in chief ‘of the defendants’ counsel. 

In the contract before us the stipulations for payment. by instalments 
are clearly made with reference to distinct portions of the work as it 
progressed ; and the contract, therefore, is not entire, but divisible; and 
applying the principles above stated and pertinent to this inquiry, we 
? hold that when the walls of the building had reached the second 

_ (484) story, by the express terms of the instrument the $950 was due — 
and owing. This much had been earned, and plaintiff had no | 
right to recover it back, nor any part of it; and the judgment, therefore, 
of $450 entered against defendant, being predicated upon a right to re- 
cover back the payment, is erroneous and must be set: aside. 7 

Nothing is due the defendant, however, by reason of the verdict of the 
jury, to the effect that the walla, as they ‘stood after the fire, were worth 
$500 to plaintiff. This is what the $950 was chiefly paid for; and being 
greater in value than the walls, nothing is due defendant on that account. 

The $1,000 to be due when the building should’ be covered has not 
been paid and was never earned, and no question about it is involved 
in this suit. 
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The four notes for $1,000 each executed and outstanding, and now in 
the hands of the National Bank, were to be paid only after the building 
was completed. They were in no sense a payment, but by the express 
terms of the contract, and by the presumption of the law, they were only 
given in evidence of the obligation, and the mortgage, as security for 
these notes when they matured. 

The amount represented and evidenced by these notes has neve been 
earned and was never due by the contract, and the plaintiff is entitled to 
have them, and the mortgage een to secure them, delivered up and can- 
celed. 

True they are in the hagas of the bank as collateral for money ad- 
vanced to defendant; but they are held without endorsement and are 
saat to defenses aad equities available against the payee. Mayers 

1. McRimmon, 140 N. C., 640. 

The judgment, therefore, as to these notes and the mortgage is correct, 

and the same is affirmed. . 


Modified and affirmed. 
Cited: Steamboat Co. v. Transportation Co. 166 N. C., 585. 





: (435). 
HOLLAND vy. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 
Railroad—Flagman—Contributory Negligence. 


In an action to recover‘damages for the alleged negligent killing of plaintiff's 
intestate from a rear-end collision on a siding, where the evidence 
shows that the intestate was employed by defendant as flagman, 
and that it was his duty, after his train had taken the siding, to lock 
the switch to the main track and stand near the switch and protect 
it and give the necessary signals to approaching trains so as to safe- 
guard, his own train, and that he did not perform this duty, and his 
negligence in this respect was the immediate and sole cause of the 
collision by which he lost his life, the Court did not’err in instructing 
the jury, if they believed the evidence, to find for the defendant. 


Action by M. H. Holland, administrator of H. L. Holland, against 
Seaboard Air Line Railway Company, heard by Moore, J., and a jury, at 
the September Term, 1906, of Moore. 

From a judgment of nonsuit, the plaintiff appealed. 


W. J. Adams and Seawell-& MeIver for the plaintiff. 
U. L. Spence, J. D. Shaw and Murray Allen for the defendant. 


Waker, J. The plaintiff brought this action to recover damages for 
the alleged negligent killing of his intestate. The evidence introduced 
by him tended to show that;.in October, 1902, a freight train known as 
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Extra 578, which was proceeding southward .from Hamlet, took the 
siding at Rockingham, and a short time thereafter a passenger train, 
which was also proceeding southward at a fast rate of speed, ran upon 
the siding, collided with the caboose, or shanty car, at the end of the 
freight train, and killed the intestate, H. L. Holland. 
The defendant’s evidence tended to show that the intestate Was 
(486) employed by the defendant on Extra 578 as flagman, and 1t was 
his duty, as such, not only to set the switch to the main track and 
lock it, so that trains going south could pass on the: main line by the 
switch in safety, but to stand near the switch and protect it from outside 
interference and give the necessary signals, until the expected trains 
had passed that point. That the said duty he wholly failed to perform, 
and his negligence, in this respect, was the immediate and BOIS cause of 
the accident. 

The usual issues as to negligence, contributory negligence, the last 
clear chance and damages were submitted to the jury. At the close of. 
the evidence, the Court intimated that it would charge the jury “that if 
they believed the evidence as to the manner in which the intestate came 
to his death, the presumption of negligence which the law raises from the 
fact that one is killed by the collision of trains is rebutted, and they’ 
should answer the first isste (as to negligence) ‘No,’” and if they be- 
lieved the evidence relating to the alleged negligence of the plaintiff’s in- 
testate, they: should answer the second issue (as to contributory negli- 
gence “Yes.’” The Court also instructed the Jury to answer the third 
issue (as to the last clear chance) “No.” — ; 

There is no material difference between the case as now Preeiat and 
the same case as it was when before us at a former term. Holland v. BR. 
R., 137 N. C., 368. But if there is any difference at all, it consists only 
in this, that at the former trial the plaintiff introduced the rules of the 
defendant company, showing what was the duty of the intestate with ref- 
erence to the switch and this further difference, that there is in this 
record clear and undisputed proof that the intestate had full knowledge 
of Rule J., which required him, after his train had taken the siding and 

cleared the main track, to stand near the switch and give the sig- 
(437) nals to approaching trains. It appears, therefore, from all of the 

testimony, that his duty was to lock the switch to the main track 
and then to sand by and see that the proper signals were given to trains 
moving on that track, so as to safeguard his own train. The evidence, 
if believed, shows that he did not perform this duty, and that in conse- 
quence of his failure to obey the rules, of which he had full knowledge, | 
and the instructions of his superior, the conductor, to him when leaving 
Raleigh, the terrible disaster resulted by which he lost his life. | 
The very facts we have here, or rather those. which the evidence, if 
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believed, tends to establish, are the same upon.which this Court ad- 
judged, in the former a npeil: that the plaintiff could not recover, be- 
cause his own negligence was the proximate cause of his death, and not 
the negligence of the defendant.. We do not percelve any reason for re- 
versing or modifying that conclusion, and especially should we not do 
so when the case for defendant is, if anya) stronger than: it amen 
appeared. 

A party who loses in this Court cannot review its decision ke a second 
appeal, as the proper and only way is by a petition to rehear. Kramer v. 
Rk. R., 198 N. O., 269; Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 123 N. C., 164; Perry v. 
Rh. &., 129 N. C., 834; Wroght v. BR. R., 128 N. C. 77; Setzer v. Setzer, 
129 N. C., 297; Jones v. R. R., 181 N. C., 185; Green v. Green, ante, ° 
406, There.may perhaps be an exception to this well-settled rule, but if 
so, this case is certainly not within it. — 

In the former appeal, we said: “All things considered, the question 
at last is, Was the situation a safe one, 1f the intestate had kept the po- 
sition assigned to him by the defendant at or near the switch, so that 
he could prevent any interference with it and guard against any result- 
ing danger? If so, his failure so to act was the proximate cause of his 
death, as it was the sole efficient cause. The company had pro- 
vided a perfectly safe method for the management of its train at (488) 
that point, which if adopted would have saved the life of the intes- 
tate. As he alone disregarded it, and the engineer on No. 33 was not re- 
quired to anticipate this negligence, his untimely death is referred by the 
law to his own fault in leaving his post of duty at a critical moment. If 
he did not leave the switch open, but it was changed by some one else af- 
ter he left his place, or even by any accident, it could have been readjust- 
ed to the main track by him if he had been there, and No. 33 would have 
passed and not have taken the siding.” Holland v. R. R., 187 N. C., 373. 
And again, at page 874: “Plaintiff’s witness, Conductor Simpson, tes- 
tified that he instructed Holland that morning to change the switch and 
lock it to the main line when he headed in and, in his absence, to look 
. out for the safety of the train. There was but one possible thing to do 
- after locking the switch to the main line in order to further protect his 
train, which was on the siding, and that was to watch the switch and 
. see that it was not changed by any one else so as to endanger his train. 
The conductor further stated that he instructed him to look after the 
switches in his absence. If he had done this the accident would not have 
occurred. There was only one inference to be drawn from the evidence, 
and that was against the plaintiff.” 

We can only.add to what is there said, that. the intestate was the 
sentinel appointed by the defendant to watch and guard the switch and 
forewarn incoming trains of any danger. He was the one man to 
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whose keeping had been committed the safety of his comrades in the 
company’s service and of his employer’s property, and he was more re- 
sponsible for it than any one else. He failed in the performance of his 
duty at the very moment when his obedience to orders and his vigilance 
were most required to prevent the resulting catastrophe. His 
(489) negligence was ever present and the eflicient and, indeed, domi- 
nant cause of his injury and death, reaching to ‘the effect, and 
therefore proximate to 1t. To subject the defendant to a recovery 1n 
such a case does not seem to be equitable, and would certainly contravene 
established principles of law. Plaintifi’s death was caused, not by the 
defendant’s negligence, but by his own disobedience of tistructions, 
Whitson v. Wrenn, 184 N. C., 86; Hicks v. Mfg. Co., 188 N. C., 319; 
Stewart v. Carpet Co., 188 N. C., 60; Biles vw. BR. #., 189 N.C., 5382. . | 


No Error. 


«Cited: ~Gerock v. Tel. C., 147 N. C., 1; Boney v. R. R., 155 N. C., 
111; Jackson v. Lumber Co., 158 N. C., 3 








CANNADAY v. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


Contracts—Lexz Loci Contractus—Haceptions to Doctrine—Relief Department 
—Acceptance of Benefits, Effect oF COmary: 


1. Matters bearing upon the execution, interpretation and validity of a 
contract are determined by the law of the place where it is made. 


2. The exceptions to this general doctrine are: (1) when the contract 
in question is contrary to good morals; (2) when the State of the 
forum, or its citizens, would be injured by its enforcement; (3) 
when the contract violates the positive legislation of the State of 
- the forum, and (4) when it violates its public policy. 


8. Where the plaintiff, an employee of the defendant, entered into a contract 
in South Carolina, pursuant to which he became a member of its 
Relief Department, by which he agreed that the acceptance by him 
of benefits for injuries sustained should operate as a release and 
satisfaction of all claims against defendant growing out of said 
injuries, and the contract of employment was made in South Carolina, 
and the plaintiff was injured in that State by defendant’s negligence, 
and accepted and received benefits under the .provisions of the 
contract in said State, and where the courts of South Carolina have 
interpreted the contract as an agreement to elect in event of injury 
either to accept the benefits and release the defendant or waive the 
benefits and sue on the cause of action, and that his election to 
receive the benefits was a release of his cause of action for negligence: 
Held, that this interpretation is binding upon this Court, and the 
plaintiff, having no cause of action in South Carolina, has none in 
this State. . 


CLARK, C. i disdentiag: 
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| oe (440) 
- Action by James A. Cannaday against Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad Company, heard by Ferguson, J., and a jury, at the June Term, 
1906, of GuiLForD. 

This was an action for the recovery of damages for personal injury. 
The facts material to the decision of the appeal were as follows: The 
jury found upon issues submitted to them that the plaintiff was injured 
by the negligence of the defendant, and that he did not, by his own negli- 
gence, contribute thereto. By way of further defense, defendant alleged — 
that prior to his employment, plaintiff entered into a contract pursuant 
to which he became a member of the Relief Department, an organization 
formed by the several companies constituting the Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad Company for the purpose of establishing and managing a fund 
for the payment of definite amounts to the employes contributing there- 
to, entitling them when disabled by accident or sickness, or their families 
in case of death, to certain amounts, the basis of which was fixed in said 
contracts. The said contract is set out in full, and among other pro- 
visions, contains the following: “TI also agree that, in consideration of 
the amounts paid and to be paid by said company for the maintenance 
of said Relief Department, and of the guarantee by said company of the 
payment of said benefits, the acceptance by me of benefits for injurv 
shall operate as a release and satisfaction of all claims against said 
company, and all other companies associated therewith in the ad- 
ministration of their Relief Department, for damages arising (441) 
from or growing out of said injury; and further, in the event of | 
my death, no part of said death benefit or unpaid disability benefit shall 
_ be due or payable ‘unless and until good and sufficient releases shall be 
delivered to the superintendent of said Relief Department of all claims 
against said Relief Department, as well as against said company, and. all 
other companies associated therewith as aforesaid, arising from or 
growing out of my death, said release having been duly executed by all 
who might legally assert ‘such claims; and further, if any suit shall be 
brought against said company or any other company associated there- 
with as aforesaid, for damages arising from or growing out of injury © 
or death occurring to me, the benefits otherwise payable, and all obliga- 
tions of said Relief Department and of said company created by my 
membership in said Relief Fund, shall thereupon be forfeited without. 
any declaration or, other act by ‘said Relief Department or said com-— 
pany.” It was further alleged that after the injuries sustained, plaintiff 
received benefits pursuant to the said contract, evidence of which was set 
‘Sout in the record. Upon this defense, the following issues were submitted 
to and found by the jury: 

“Was the plaintiff, at the time of his alleged injury, a aephes of the 
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Relief Department of the Atlantic’ Coast Line Railroad Company in 
South Carolina, and did he ‘agree to be bound by the rules and regula- 
tions of said Relief Department? Ans. Yes.” 

“Did the plaintiff, after his injury, and before the bringing this 
action; accept and receive benefits from said ‘Relief Department for said 
| injury? Ans. Yes.” 

It is admitted that the contract of saaleetient was ides in South 
Carolina, and that the contract, by which plaintiff became a member of 

the Relief Department, was also made in said State. That the 
(442) service into which plaintiff entered was “as engineer to run an 

engine and train of cars from Florence in said State to Augusta 
in the State of Georgia.” That the injury for which the action is 
brought occurred in the State of South Carolina, and that the acceptance 
of benefits under the provisions of the contract as found by the jury 
was in said State. There was judgment for eee upon the verdict, 
and defendant appealed. 


Z.V. Taylor and Bd. 5 ustoce for the plaintiff, 
Rose & Son and King & Kimball for the defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: It is settled that “Matters bearing 
upon the execution, interpretation and validity of a contract are deter- 
mined by the law of the place where it is made.” Scudder ». Bank, 19 
U. S., 406. “The interpretation of a contract and the rights and obli- 
gations under it, of the parties thereto, are to be determined in accord- 
ance with the proper law of the contract. Prima facie the proper law of 
the contract is to be presumed to be the law of the country where it is 
made.” Dicey Conft. Law, 563. Bowen, L. J., in Jacobs v. Credit 
Lyonnais, 12 Q. B., 589, says: “Tt is generally agreed that the law of 
the place where the contract is made is prima facie that which the par- 
ties intended, or ought to be presumed to have adopted, as the footing 
upon which they dealt, and that such law ought, therefore, to prevail in 
the absence of circumstances indicating a different intention.” 9 Cyc., 
667. 

The re is illustrated in Bridger v. RB. R., 97 S. C., 456 (18 
Am. St., 653). The action was for injuries alleged to have “been SuSs- 
tained a North Carolina by the negligence of defendant. The defense . 
of contributory negligence being pleaded, the question was whether, as 
held by the courts of this State, the age of the plaintiff precluded the 

defenddnt from relying upon it, and the decision of this question 
(443) was made to depend upon the decisions of the courts in North 

Carolina. Simpson, C. J., said: “The injury was inflicted there, 
and if the parties had remained in that State and brought action there, 
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they would have been compelled to stand or fall by the law there. And 
we cannot see, upon principle, how stepping over the line could give the. 
plaintiff a new and altogether enlarged cause of action—in fact, a cause 
of action which he did not have before, and, therefore, which he could 
not have enforced in the tribunals having jurisdiction of the matter at its — 
origin. * * * In such case, the plaintiff having no cause of action — 
in North Carolina, where the injury was inflicted, he could have none 
here.” 

The principle has been recognized and enforced by this Court in Wat- — 
son v. Orr, 14 N.C., 661; Anderson v. Doak, 32 N. C., 295; Walhams v. 
Carr, 80 N. C., 294; Hancock v. Tel. Co., 187 N. C., 497; Hall v. Tel. 
Co., 189 N..C., 369. | | 

The exceptions to the general rule are thus stated by Mr. Lawson, the 
editor of the excellent and exhaustive article on “Contracts,” in 9 Cyce., 
674: “The general doctrine that a contract, valid when it is made, 1s 
valid alse in the courts of any other country or State, when it 1s sought 
to be enforced, even though had it been in the latter country or State, it 
would be illegal and hence unenforcible, is subject to several exceptions: 
(1) When the contract in question is contrary to good morals; (2) 
when the State of the forum, or its citizens, would be injured by the en- 
forcement by its courts of contracts of the kind in question; (3) when 
the contract. violates the positive legislation of the State of the forum, 
that is, is contrary to its Constitution or statutes, and (4) when the con- - 
tract violates the public policy of the State of the forum. These excep- 
tions are grounded on the principle that the rule of comity is not a right 
of any State or country, but is permitted and accepted by all civilized 
communities from mutual interest and convenience, and from a 
sense of the inconvenience which would otherwise result, and (444) 
from moral necessity to do justice in order that justice may be 
done in return.” Note 49; Gooch v. Faucett, 122 N. C., 270 (39 L. R. 
A., 885). | : | | 

We are thus brought to a consideration of the question whether the 
courts of South Carolina have interpreted the contract and passed upon 
the effect, upon his cause of action, of the election made by the plaintiff 
to accept benefits from the Relief Department by reason of his injuries. 
_ This inquiry invites an examination of two questions: First, does the 

contract, as interpreted by the courts of South Carolina, undertake to 
release the defendant in advance from all claim or demand for injury 
‘sustained by reason of its negligence? Or, second, is it an agreement to 
elect, in. the event of such injury, either to accept the benefits provided 
by the contract and release the company, or waive the benefit and sue 
on the cause of action?. If the first be the proper interpretation of the 
contract, the question would arise whether it is not within one of the ex- 
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ceptions to the general rule of comity as stated by Mr, Lawson. If the 
second is the correct view, no such question can arise. The answer, of | 
course, is dependent not upon the interpretation which we would put 
upon it, but what interpretation the courts of South Carolina have put 
upon the contract. 

The defendant relies upon ron v. &, R., 55 g, C., 152 (44 L. R. 
A., 645). The plaintiff insists that, by reason ‘of the course which that 
case took in the courts of South Carolina, the final result did not “be- 
come the law of the State, but merely of that case.” This contention 
renders it necessary for us to notice the ‘history of the case. 

The action was brought by the plaintiff, an employee, for the purpose 
of recovering damages for injuries sustained by the alleged negligence of 

the defendant. In addition to denial of liability on the alleged 

(445) cause of action, the defendant by way of special defense set up a 
contract in all respects as the one before us, alleging the receipt of 
benefits under it and release from all claim or demand for damages. The 
plaintiff demurred orally to the “second affirmative defense,” assigning as 
grounds of demurrer that the contract set out therein “was contrary to 
law and against public policy, and a release thereunder cannot be pleaded 
as a defense to an action for damages caused by the defendant’s negli- 
gence.” The demurrer was overruled by Judge Watts, Circuit Judge, 
who said: “There is no question in my mind that a contract of this 
kind, whereby a railroad company attempts to relieve itself of any li- 
_ ability on account of negligence, is contrary to public policy, and when 
the party enters into the contract beforehand, he would not be estopped 
from bringing his action for damages against the railroad company. It 
seems in this case that the plaintiff had entered into that agreement, re- 
lieving the railroad company, before he was injured. After he was in- 
jured, he was put to his election as to whether he would sue the company 
or go ahead and carry’ out the contract, and receive the benefits of that 
contract. It seems to me that the decision in the case of Price v. Ravl- 
road Co. would control in: this case, and I think the plaintiff, having 
elected to receive the benefits under that contract, 38 now estopped from 
bringing his action against the railroad company.” The basis of his 
Honor’s judgment overruling the demurrer becomes material because of 
the subsequent course which the case took. The plaintiff appealed, stat- 
ing five separate exceptions to the judgment. It is not necessary to set 
them out here. The Supreme Court of South Carolina consists of a 
Chief Justice and three Associates. To provide for. the contingency 
arising when, upon appeal, the Justices were equally divided in opinion, 
it 18 declared by section 12, Article V, of the Constitution, that the con- 
| currence of three of the Justices shall be necessary to a reversal of 
(446) the judgment below. Provision is made for the decision in such 
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contingency when a constitutional question is involved, by which . 
the Circuit Judges are called to the assistance of the Justices in the de-. 
cision of such question. In Johnson's case, supra, the Justices were 
equally divided. Mr. Justice Pope, writing an opinion concurred in by 
Mr. Justice Gary, for reversal of the judgment. Chief Justice McIver, 
writing an opinion referred to as “dissenting,” concurred in by Mr. Jus- 
tice Jones, for affirming. 

In this condition of the case it is held by a unanimous Court in Flor- 
ence v. berry, 62.8. C., 469, that when “a judgment is affirmed by a di- 
vided Court, such a judgment must be regarded as a judgment of the 
Supreme Court, and as such is binding authority 3 in all subsequent cases, 
until it is overruled by competent authority.” In view of the rule of 
comity, therefore, the interpretation and validity of the contract must 
be treated by us as settled by the courts of South Carolina. The prin- 
ciple announced by Stmpson, C. J., in Bridger v. Rh. R., supra, applies 
with peculiar force. The plaintiff had no cause of action in South 
Carolina; and therefore has none here. Merely crossing the State line 
cannot enlarge or give a cause of action which he did not have in the 
State when he came. Every fact and circumstance affecting the cause 
‘of ac¢tlon-occurred in South Carolina. 

This is conclusive of the appeal unless, as contended by the plaintif? S 
counsel, the form of the pleading presents the question whether the de- 
fendant is seeking to use, not as a shield, but as a weapon, a contract 
which violates the settled policy of this State, or is prohibited by our 
Employer’s Liability Act. Revisal, sec. 2646. The plaintifi’s view is 
that he has established by the verdict of the jury a cause of action for an 
injury sustained by reason of the defendant’s negligence, upon which 
he would recover but for the affirmative defense, relied on by the 
defendant, which, being executor, this Court is asked to specifi- (447 ) 
cally envorce: That, in respect to the contract, the defendant is _ 
the actor demanding affirmative relief. We do not concur in this view. 
Whatever may have been the character of the contract prior to the ex- 
ecution of the release by the plaintiff, by that act the cause of action was 
released for all legal and practical purposes, and extinguished. 

In the courts of South Carolina the defendant pleads release by way 
of affirmative defense, and not as a counterclaim or cross-action. It is 
as if it had pleaded payment or accord and satisfaction, by which it avers 
that the plaintiff had at the time of bringing the suit no cause of action. 
This was the status of the matter in South Carolina, and it is in no re- 
spect different here. Did the Court in South Carolina enforce the orig- 
inal contract, holding it not to be against public policy, or did it so in- 
terpret it that no release of a.cause of action for negligence was affected 
by the contract, but that the release executed after the injury, in con- 
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sideration of benefits received, operated to extinguish the cause of 
action ? 

While there is apparently some divereende of view between the learned 
Justices who wrote opinions in Johnson’s case, the prevailing opinion by 
the then Chief Justice, although called in the reports of the case “dis- 
senting,” clearly indicates that the decision, following the language used - 
by J udge Watts, is put upon the interpretation of the contract. The 
Chief Justice says: “In the outset I desire to say what would seem to 
be needless, but for the fact that it appears to have been thought neces- 
sary to expend much time and labor upon the point; that I do not sup- 
pose any one doubts that a contract, whereby a railroad corporation or 
“any other common carrier undertakes. to secure immunity from lability 

for damages resulting from the negligence of the carrier or any of 
(448) its servants or agents, is contrary to public policy, and therefore 

void. But the question here is whether the contract or arrange- 
ments set up in the affirmative defense is a contract for immunity from 
damages. I do not think it can be so regarded, for, on the contrary, the 
very terms of the contract necessarily assumed that the defendant is . 
liable, and the whole scope and effect: of the contract is to fix the meas- 
ure of such liability and the manner in which such liability shall be 
satisfied.” . The learned Chief Justice proceeds to quote from a case de- 
cided by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, “He is not agreeing to ex- 
empt the company from liability for negligence, but accepting compen- 
sation for an injury already caused thereby.” Johnson v. RB. R., 163 Pa, 
St., 127. He then proceeds to analyze the terms of the contract, setting 
forth clearly and forcibly his interpretation of it. 

We'have no doubt that the decision is based upon two propositions: 
(1) That a contract made in advance to exempt a railroad company 
from liability for its'negligence 1s contrary to public policy and void. It 
is so, independent of the constitutional provision in South Carolina, or 
our statute, which is in almost the same terms. Harrill v. R. R., 135 
N. C., 601. (2) That the contract as interpreted by the Court does not 
have that effect. The case was heard before the special tribunal pro- 
vided by the Constitution of South Carolina upon the suggestion that | 
a constitutional question was involved. By a per curiam opinion, the 
judgment was affirmed for the reason that no constitutional question was 
presented. This view relieves us from considering the other branch of 
the controversy. 

It is conceded that the courts which have passed upon this form of 
contract have almost uniformly sustained it, upon the pean stated by 
Judge McIver. — . 

| In deciding this appeal, we do not express any opinion ‘upon 
(449) the question, except to say that we fully concur in. the opinion 
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that a contract to exempt a railroad company from liability for 
negligénce is void. We have uniformly and frequently so held. The 
question as to the interpretation of this contract, when, if ever, presented 
to this Court in a manner making it our duty to pass upon it, will be ap- 
proached as an open question. We are informed that the question has 
been removed from the sphere of litigation by legislation in South Caro- 
lina. By the Act of Congress, the contract or acceptance of benefits 
under it is declared not to be a bar to an action for damages. It may not 
be improper to say that the contract does not commend itself to our 
judgment: In this case it appears that the plaintiff paid into the: Relief 
Department $72 and received by way of benefits $68. | 

We must in obedience to the well-settled law of comity declare that the 
plaintiff, having no cause of action in South Carolina, has none in this 
forum. The judgment must be reversed, and judgment upon the verdict 
be entered for the defendant. a 


Reversed: 


Crark, C. J., dissenting: It is established by the verdict in this case 
that the defendant was guilty of negligence in allowing a collision of 
two trains in South Carolina, resulting in injuries to plaintiff causing 
damages to him to the amount of $1,800, and that he was not guilty of 
contributory negligence. There is no exception calling in question the 
correctness of the trial in these respects.. The. defendant relies upon a 
discharge or release by reason of benefits received from the “Atlantic 
‘Coast Line Rehef. Department.” 

When the action is upon contract made or a tort committed in another 
State, the laws of that State must be taken into consideration in 
passing upon the diability of the defendant. But when liability (450) 
is established without question, as in this case, the matter of a 
discharge, whether by payment, release or statute of limitations, is gov- 
erned by the lex fort, the law of the place where the case is tried and | 
where such defense is to be allowed or disallowed. If a contract made 
in North Carolina, on which the statute of limitations is three years, is 
sued on in New York, where the limitation-upon that class of contracts 
is six years, the defense is governed by the latter limitation, and vice 
versa, when a suit is brought in this State on a cause of action accruing 
in New York. In the same way, if the plea of payment or release is one | 
which cannot be sustained in good conscience or is against the public 
policy of the State where the case is tried, the courts thereof will not 
hold it a valid defense to defeat a valid liability which the defendant has 
incurred elsewhere. 

The release here set up is by viniis of a transaction by which ihe 
plaintiff, who has paid in $72, has received back $68, and the defendant. 
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is insisting that that is a release of a liability for $1,800 damages legally 
ascertained, which the plaintiff has sustained by the wrongful act of the 
defendant. Such a defense is not good in foro conscientue, and in that 
matter the courts here are to be governed by their own rules‘of equity. 
There has been no consideration for the release, and such being the case, 
the Judge properly entered judgment in favor ‘of the plaintiff upon the 
verdict. | 
It is strenuously nisl by the able 0 learned counsel for the plain- 
tiff that the “Atlantic Coast Line Relief Department” is an ingeniously 
devised plan to cause the employees of that company, at their own ex- 
pense and by means of deductions from their wages, to insure the rail- 
road company from hability for injuries sustained in its service, not- 
withstanding. the provisions of the Fellow-servant Act, now Revisal, 
2646. .It is not necessary to go into that matter, as it 1s apparent 
(451) that there was no consideration for the release here set up. But 
- the act in question affects a most meritorious class of our citizens, 
engaged in hazardous quasi-public service. They are deeply and vitally 
interested that judicial construction shall in nowise impair the just pro- 
tection afforded them by that section, and, especially by the last para- 
graph thereof: “Any contract or agreement, expressed or implied, made 
by any employee of such ‘company to waive the benefit of this section, 
shall be null and void.” 


Cited: Johnson v. Tel. Co., 144 N. C., 412; Williamson v. Tel. Co., 
151 N. C., 229; Burrus v. Whitcover, 158 N. C., 385; Penn v. Tel. Co., 
159 N. C., 314; . Fashion Co. v. Grant, 165 N. C., 456: Smith v. Bupress 


Co., 166 N. C., "158. 





HICKORY v. RAILROAD. | 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


Nuisances—I njunctions—Freight Depot—Gates. 


iB An injunction will be denied in advance of the creation of an alleged 
nuisance when the act complained of may or may not become a 
nuisance according to circumstances, or when the injury apprehended 
is doubtful, contingent or eventual merely. 
2. 4 decree of the Superior Court enjoining defendant from enlarging 
| its freight depot upon a finding by a jury that such enlargement . 
will constitute a public nuisance, will be modified so as to permit 
defendant to remedy and guard against any possible danger to 
persons crossing its tracks by erecting suitable gates across the street . 
and by providing a gateman. 


CLARK, C. J., dissenting. 


Tus is a petition by the defendant to eer this case, ee in 141 


N. C., 716. 
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W. B. Rodman for the petitioner. 
Self & Whitener and T. M. Hufham, contra. 


Brown, J. This case is reported 141 N. C., 716. Upon careful con- 
sideration of the petition to rehear the same, we are of opinion that -the 
decree of the Superior Court should be modified. The action was 
brought to enjoin the defendant from erecting an addition of (452) 
seventy feet to its freight warehouse on its property in the city 

of Hickory, upon the ground, as indicated by the pleadings and plain- 
tiff’s evidence, that it would create a public nuisance by obstructing the 
view along the railroad tracks and thereby make it dangerous for persons 
to cross defendant’s tracks at Marshall Street. The following is the ma- 
terial issue submitted to the jury: “Will the enlargement of defendant’s 
present freight depot by an extension on the eastern side thereof consti- 
tute a public nuisance? Answer: Yes.” 

When the fact of nuisance is established by the verdict of a jury, the 
ordinary judgment is that the defendant be required to abate it. It is 
not always that the “far-reaching arm of the chancellor’—the writ of 
injunction—will be extended even then. The general rule is that an. 
injunction. | will be denied in advance of the creation of an alleged 
nuisance when the act complained of may or may not become a nuisance ° 
according to circumstances, or when the injury apprehended is doubtful, 
contingent or eventual merely. That is the universal law in all the 
courts in this country. See 21 A. and E. Encye. Law (2d Ed.), 
705, where the cases are collected.from all the States. Mr. High also 
states the law to be without a discordant note, that when the injury - 
complained of is not an existing nuisance per se, but may or may not 
become so according to circumstances, and when it is uncertain, “or 
productive of only possible injury,” equity will not interfere. In sup- 
port of that he cites thirty-odd cases, two being from this State. All the 
decisions in this Court support the rule referred to. Simpson v. Justice, 
43 N. C., 115; Barnes v. Calhoun, 37 N. C., 199; Walder v. Strickland, 
BBN. C.,, 386: Ellison v. Commissioners, 58 WC, 57; Walton v. Mills, 
86 N. C., 280; Dorsey v. Allen, 85 N. C., 358. In the latter case Chief 
Justice Smith says: “While it is trhe that a business lawful in 
itself may become so obnoxious to neighboring dwellings as to (453) 
render their enjoyment uncomfortable, whether by smoke, noxious 
and offensive odors, noise, or otherwise, and justify the protecting arm 
of the law, yet there must be the ascertained and not probable effects 
appr ~ehonded. When the anticipated injury is contingent and possible 
only, or the public benefit pr eponderates over the private inconvenience, 
the Court will refrain from interfering.” 

In Barnes v. Calhoun, supra, an action to restrain the erection of a 
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mill, Gaston, J.,’says: “But it (a court of equity) will only act in a case 
of necessity when the act sought to be prevented is not merely probable, 
but undoubted, and it will be particularly cautious thus to interfere 
when the apprehended mischief is to follow from such establishments 
and erections as have a tendency to promote the public converience.’ 

Mr. High, in his work on Injunctions, also says: “When an injunc- 
tion is asked to restrain the construction of works of such a nature that 
‘it is impossible for the Court to know until they are completed and in | 
operation whether they will or will not constitute a nuisance, the writ 
will be refused in the first instance.” Secs, 488 and 489, note 1. 

It seems to us that Mr. Elliott has given us the true and just rule 
which should guide us in the disposition of this case, fair to plaintiff and 
defendant alike. He says: “Where a street is laid out across the right 
of way of a railway company at a point where the company has only 
one track, no question can justly arise as to the impairment of the com- 
pany’s franchise by such taking, for under such circumstances both the 
use as a highway and the use as a railroad can stand together, and do 
not interfere with each other.” Elliott on Railroads, sec. 1104. 

- The extension of defendant’s warehouse and the safe use of 
(454) Marshall Street can easily coexist. The defendant can readily 

construct gates across the street for the protection of persons 
crossing the tracks from injury by its trains. There is no evidence that 
the defendant will not do this, and it can be compelled to do so by this 
Court by order in this case. This Court can direct a mandatory injunc- 
tion compelling defendant to establish such gates and provide such gate- 
men as are usual at much-frequented crossings, or it can direct that the 
defendant be enjoined from building the extension until 1t does erect 
such gates. It must be admitted that this will afford the most perfect 
relief, and that conditions would be much safer than they now ‘are or 
ever. have been since the street was opened. 

We must take it as true that the record discloses the only purpose for 
which the suit is brought, viz., to lessen the danger to passers and traffic 
along Marshall Street. The modification of the decree affords the most 
perfect safety possible. It is a method of safety universal in this coun- 
try. We have a direct authority in this State for such an order. Hyatt 
v. Myers, 71 N. C., 278. In that’case the nuisance complained of was 
a steam-mill across ‘the street from plaintifi’s residence. The fact of an 


' existing nuisance was established by a jury. The Court, notwithstand- 


ing the verdict, declined to enjoin the defendant, but directed him, of its 
own motion, to raise his smokestack twenty feet and to attach ‘spark- 
arresters thereto, or otherwise to abate the nuisance. . So, if defendant’s 

freight station was already extended, and an existing nuisance and 
danger as alleged, and the fact so found, the defendant should be allowed 
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to abate the nuisance by establishing protecting gates. It cannot abate © 
it now, because it does not exist. 

In Hyatt v. Myers, 73: N. C., 233, Chief Justice Pearson states the 
law to be that, even after a verdict establishing nuisance, equity 
will not necessarily enjoin. The application of that remedy will (455) — 
- always depend upon circumstances, the chief of which is, “Can the 
trouble be otherwise remedied?” This case is cited and affirmed in . 
Brown v. Rf. #., 88 N. C., 180, by Judge Dillard, who holds in substance 

that equity will not enjoin, even after verdict establishing it, unless the 
“nuisance is irreparable, or one “which cannot be otherwise relieved 
against.” To the same effect is Story Eq.; sec. 925; Adams Eq., 211; 
3 Daniel Chancery, 1587. In Simpson v. J ustice, 43 N. C., 120, 
Chief Justice Pearson says that the jurisdiction of courts of equity to 
interfere by injunction in cases of this kind should be exercised “spar-. 
ingly and with great caution.” “There is,” says that eminent Judge, 
“an obvious difference between a thing which is a nuisance itself, and 
one which may or may not be a nuisance according to the manner in 
which it is used.” 

We, therefore, think it proper to direct a modification of the decree of 
the Superior Court so as to permit the defendant to remedy and guard 
against any possible danger to persons crossing its tracks at Marshall — 
Street by erecting suitable gates or barriers on its right of way across 
said street, and to provide a gateman, as is usual and customary at all 
_ dangerous ‘and much-frequented railroad crossings in cities and towns. 
Said structure shall be such as is reasonably sufficient to afford protec-. 
tion to persons using said crossing from injury by passing trains and to: 
be maintained by the defendant. 

- Upon presenting its petition to the Superior Court and saetng the 
Judge thereof that defendant has fully complied with the decree as modi- 
fied and amended, the perpetual injunction enjoining defendant from 
extending and enlarging its freight depot shall be vacated. 

_ As to the other contention of defendant relating to the title to certain 
land, we will add-nothing to what is said in the opinion at the 

last term. We, generally, affirm the judgment subject to the (456) 
modification made. : 

Let the costs of this rehearing be et divided between plaintiff 
and defendant. 


Former Decree Modified. 


Criark, ©. J., dissenting. This is a petition to rehear this case, which 
was finally decided 141 N. C., 716, by a unanimous Court. It has twice 
before been before the Court, 137 N. C., 189, and 188 N. C., 311. 

When the depot was put up in Hickory in 1859, nearly half a century 
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ago, it was located in the woods. Now it is a growing, thriving town. 
The people there have not asked for the removal of the passenger station, 
nor in this action even that the freight depot now there should be re- 
moved; but they first asked the defendant for additional freight facili- 
ties. This not being granted, they applied to the Corporation Commis- 
sion’ who three years ago, in December, 1903, ordered additional freight 
warehouse room. Instead of putting this additional freight warehouse 
out in the edge of town, as is usual, where the many tracks and shifting: 
requirements could be provided for, the defendant insisted on enlarging 
the freight warehouse in the center of the growing town, with the evident 
result of greater interference with the transit of people and tratlic from 
one side of the town to the other by long strings of box-cars and the nec- 
essary shifting and moving thereof and the imminent danger to the lives 
and limbs of the citizens in traveling along their own streets, going across 
. the tracks. Among instances of such results where the railroad has per- 
sisted in keeping its freight tracks within the populous part of the town 
is Wilson v. R. B., 142 N. C., 346. 
The passenger sation is ot so objectionable in the heart of the town, 
for those trains are very short (compared with the length of 
(457) freight trains), make short stops, and pay some attention to a 
schedule—and do not cut out and leave cars, and transfer them 
(for Hickory is a junction point with another railroad), as is necessary 
with freight trains which come at any hour, day or night, remain an 
unconscionable time, and are moved back and forward to the greatest 
danger of the lives and limbs of citizens passing from one side of the 
town to the other. 

The defendant’s counsel have argued this case as if the addition of 
seventy feet to the warehouse, with the additional obstruction to the view 
of those passing across the track, was the whole of the evil sought to be 
prevented. The Corporation Commission having three years ago or- 
dered additional facilities (an order which the defendant must some day 
comply with in spite of all the delays incident to this protracted proceed- 
ing), if these additional facilities are given by making this addition of 
seventy feet to the freight station now in the heart of the town, the result 
will be a permanent and every year greater increase in the number of 
freight trains, standing for unlimited time, upon the tracks and side- 
tracks in the very center and heart of the town, moving and shifting, 
cutting out and putting in freight cars, severing one-half of the town 
from intercourse with the other, except at Imminent and deadly peril of 
life and limb. 

The affidavit for the injunction in this case alleges the above facts, and 
that if the proposed addition to the warehouse is not enjoined the per- 
sons using said streets crossing the tracks “will have no means of ascer- 
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taining when they can cross the tracks of the defendant over said streets, | 
and will use the same in constant menace of loss of both life and prop-— 
erty, and the situation so created will become a veritable death-trap, 
and that such building and platform will constitute a puble nuisance 
of the worst kind,” and if permitted to be erected and maintained will 
expose the plaintiff to numerous, repeated, and expensive actions 

for injuries to persons using said streets. Thé complaint reit- (458) 
erates this allegation, and avers that “the defendant operates a 

large number of local and through freight trains in said city, which 
trains are run at all hours of the day and night; that said trains are 
almost constantly and for long periods of time shifting and running 
backward and forward upon the tracks of defendant adjacent to said 
freight depot, and that persons about said passenger depot or engaged 


in loading or unloading freight are exposed to constant inconvenience — 


and great peril by reason of the danger of their being run down by said 
trains to the injury of themselves and the destruction of their property; 
and the space between the defendant’s tracks and its freight depot is 
so narrow, confined and inadequate that it is utterly impossible for ship- 
pers or receivers of freight to.gain access to said freight depot without 
endangering themselves and their property,” and that the above stated 
frequent shifting and moving of freight trains (which will not only 
continue, but be increased if the additional freight facilities ordered by 
the Corporation Commission are given by adding to the present freight 
warehouse in the heart of the city) are a constant menace to the lives of 
those going to the passenger depot or crossing the track, the long line of 
freight cars, besides the additional length of the WATEHOUES cutting off 
the view of approaching trains. 

There was ample evidence to support the above state of facts, which 
would be almost a matter of common knowledge, upon proof of the loca- 
tion and attending circumstances, for the streets and railroad tracks 
cross upon the same grade. 

The plaintiff offered proof of many tragedies that have occurred at 
that spot by reason of above matters, but + was stopped by objection from 
the defendant. 

The Judge charged the jury: “A nuisance like the one complained 
of is the maintenance of a condition which seriously interferes 
with and interrupts the use of a street or the streets of a town, (459) 
which are in general use and necessary for the convenience of the 
citizens and for the business in respect of travel or course of business 
either by obstructing the streets for an unreasonable proportion of the 
time, or by having it so that. travelers along said street or streets, which 
cross the railroad at public crossings, caanot, by the exercise of reason- 
able, ordinary care, with safety pass over such crossings. But if the con- 
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dition merely gives inconvenience to the public, or causes some delay 
in their movement, which is incident to the operation of the railroad, this 
does not constitute a nuisance. Tf the jury shall find that the building 
the proposed. extension on the east end of the freight warehouse of sev- 
_enty feet will so.change the condition in respect to Marshall Street cross- 
ing that it will not be reasonably safe for persons exercising reasonable 
care, that will be a nuisance, and the jury should answer the. fourth 
issue ‘Yes.’ The jury so found. 3 

The defendant cannot complain of this charge. If the proposed ad- 
dition to the warehouse at that spot will increase the danger to the citi- 
zens, by the retention and increase of the freight trains shifting or halted, 
on the track as well as by the added obstruction of the view, the court of 
equity must restrain the commission of the threatened act. , 

Railroads are chartered primarily for the public benefit and conveni- 
ence. The emoluments and enrichment of their owners are secondary in 
law, though, of course, the primary object with those who promote and 
operate these quasi-public corporations. It is now well settled that their — 
rates and management are matters of public investigation, regulation 
and control. They must exercise the public franchises granted them to 
further and advance the public welfare. At last term, 141 N. C., 721, 
we intimated the opinion that when the defendant erected the additional 

-Treight facilities required by. the order of the Corporation Com- 
( (460) mission at some more suitable and less dangerous locality, it 
should remove all their freight business to that point. 

“Legislative authority to a railroad company to bring its tracks within 
municipal limits does not confer authority to maintain a nuisance.’ 
R. R. v. Baptist Church, 108 U. 8., 317, which has been quoted and — 
followed, Thomason v. fh. R., 142 N. c. 300. The right to operate its 
trains through Hickory does sot give it the right to, unnecessarily imperi] 
the lives of citizens of the town by shifting and moving its freight trains 
at a frequented center when this can be done without loss at a more suit- 
able point. Sic utere tuo ut alienos non laedas. The erection of gates 
is not suggested by either party, and will be only a less public nuisance © 
than the present situation. They will obstruct the use of the streets 
more and more as population increases, and injuries will occur, especially 
at night, for they will not be always carefully guarded. : 

As to the other point presented in the rehearing, it is immaterial to 
the decision of this case and the injunction which is the object of it, 
whether the defendant owns 100 feet on each side of the track or 400 font. 
width at this point. 

_ The proposed extension of the warehouse is up and down fie track, 
and cannot be affected by thas question in the least. If the defendant 
owned 400 feet it could not use it for other purposes than as at present. 
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While adhering to the correctness of the result reached on that point in 
the decision rendered more than two years ago, 137 N. C., 203, and twice 
reiterated since, it may be well to recall that the defendant itself took the 
same view, and, as stated 137 N. C., at p. 208, the record shows that 
“the defendant 3 in open Court agreed that it did not claim any part of 
the land described in the deed and plats, except the main track and 100 
feet on each side from the center of the track, and that it stood 

ready to have it so decreed by order of the Court.” In so doing, (461) 
- the defendant only agreed to what was its valid claim. 


Cited: Beck v. R. R., ope C., 457; Cherry v. Williams, 147 N. C., 
457; Inttle v. Lenoir, 151 N. C., 418 ; Crawford v, Marion, 154 N.C, 
76; Bevgena. Smith, 160 N. C., 215. 





DUCKWORTH v. MULL. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 
Torts—Jurisdiction of Justice—‘Property in Controversy.” 


1. In an action begun before a justice of the peace in which the plaintiff 
made demand in the sum of $50 for damages done to his property 
and premises by defendant in depositing the carcass of a dead 
lorse near the lands of the plaintiff, whereby the comfort and 
enjoyment of his home were tmpaired and a nuisance committed to 
his premises, the Superior Court, on appeal, erred in dismissing 
the action for want of jurisdiction in the justice. 

2. Art. IV, sec. 27, of the Constitution, and Revisal, sec. 1420, (enacted 
to carry out this provision), which provides that “justices of the 
peace shall have concurrent jurisdiction of civil actions not founded 
on contract wherein the value of the property in controversy does 
not exceed $50,” comprehend all actions ex delicto, the term “property 
in controversy’ meaning the value of the injury complained of 
and involved in the litigation, and where a plaintiff,’in good faith, 
states or limits his demand in actions of this character at fifty dollars 
or less, the justice has jurisdiction concurrent with the Superior 
Court to hear and determine the matter. 


WALKER and Connor, JJ., dissenting. 


Action by Frank Duckworth against F. R. Mull, heard on appeal 
from a justice of the peace ps O. H. Allen, J., and a jury, at the June 
Term, 1906, of Burke, 

The plaintiff made demand i in the sum of fifty dollars ($50) for dam- 
age done to his property and premises by defendant in depositing the 
carcass of a dead horse near the lands of the plaintiff, whereby tle 
comfort and enjoyment of his home were impaired and a nuisance com-. 


14323 i 858 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. = [148 
- DucKWoRTH v. MuLt. 


(462) mitted to his premises by the filth ‘ma stench arising and Donne 
_ therefrom, 

There was evidence on the part of the plaintif tending to show that. 
the defendant, on 22 J une, 1904, had placed in a gully above his (plain- 
tiff’s) spring and premises, the carcass of a horse; that the point where 
the same was deposited was only some fifty eards above the head of a 
branch which ran within ten steps of plaintiff’s spring, and that when it 
rained, the water would run down the gulley from the carcass from the 
head of the branch and on down past the spring. 

There was evidence tending to show further that ns plaintiff suffered 
great annoyance and discomfort from the stench arising from said car- 
cass; that it could be noticed distinctly 300 yards below the premises and 
_ spring of the plaintiff, and in the field above his house; that his stock re- 
fused to drink in the branch at his watering-place; that the buzzards sat 
in the trees and around the spring, and that he was forced to get water 
at another place; that plaintiff, prior to the beginning of this action, 
went to defendant and asked him to cover up or remove the carcass, 
but defendant refused to do so. | 

At the close of plaintiff’s testimony the defendant moved for judgment 
as of nonsuit under the Hinsdale act for want of jurisdiction in the jus- 
tice of the peace before whom the same was begun, and of the Superior 
Court on appeal to hear and determine the same. Motion allowed, and 
plaintiff excepts. Judgment for defendant, to which judgment plaintif 
_ excepted and appealed to the Supreme Court 


Avery & Ervwn for the plaintiff. 
Avery & Avery for the defendant. 


Hoxe, J. The Constitution of this State, Art. IV, sec. 27, ordains 
' that justices of the peace shall have jurisdiction under such regu- 
(463) lations as the General Assembly shall prescribe, of civil actions 
founded on contract wherein the sum demanded shall not exceed 
$200 and wherein the title to real estate shall not be in controversy; and | 
provides further that the General Assembly may give to the justices of 
the peace jurisdiction of other civil actions wherein the value of the 
property in controversy does not exceed $50. | 
Carrying out the provisions of this section, the Legislature has en- 
acted as foliowas 
Sec. 1419: “Sustices of the peace shall have exclusive original juris. 
diction of all civil actions founded on contract except, (a) wherein the 
sum demanded, exclusive of inter est, exceeds $200; (b) wherein the title: 
to real estate is in controversy.” 
Sec. 1420: “J ustices of the peace shall have concurrent Jurisdiction 
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of civil actions not founded on contract wherein the value of the prop- 
erty in controversy does not exceed $50.” Revisal 1905, secs. 1419, 
1420. . 

By this statute, the Legislature has pouneeee on justices oi the peace 
jurisdiction in terms certainly as broad as the Constitution permitted, 
and this jurisdiction, therefore, will depend on the: true interpretation 
of the constitutional provision. 

The question involved heye being one of civil jurisdiction, only the 
clauses of the Constitution pertinent to that inquiry have been quoted. 
And the subject of contract having been dealt with in express terms, 
when the Constitution provided that.jurisdiction could be conferred in 
“other civil actions,” it was referring to actions of tort, and the question 
presented here is whether this clause authorizing that jurisdiction could 
be given in “other civil actions where the value of the property in con- 
‘troversy does not exceed fifty dollars,” includes all torts or only a re- 
stricted class of torts. 

On that question we think that the decisions of this Court, 

. already made, lead necessarily to the conclusion that the slause (464) 
referred to comprehends; and was intended to comprehend, all 
actions ex delicto; that the term, “property in controversy,” here used 
as determinative of jurisdiction, by correct interpretation, means the 
value of the injury complained of and involved in the litigation; and 
where a plaintiff, in good faith, states or limits his demand in actions of 
this character at fifty dollars or less, the justice, as provided by the stat- 
ute, has jurisdiction concurrent with the Superior Court to hear and 
determine the matter. 

— Thus in Malloy v. Fayetteville, 122 N. C., 480, it was held: 

(a) “The provision in sec. 27, Art. IV, of the Constitution, author- 
izing the General Assembly to give to justices of the peace ‘jurisdiction 
of other civil actions wherein the property in controversy does not ex- 
ceed fifty dollars,’ 1s not a restriction, even by implication, to forbid 
conferring jurisdiction where damage, and not property, is in contro- 
_versy. 

(b) “Section 888 of The Code a ioerae action for ‘damages’ not 
exceeding fifty dollars to property, though the property be of greater 
value, does not contravene sec. 27 of Art. IV of the Pension and 
is authorized by sec. 12 of said article. 

(c) “A justice of the peace has jurisdiction of an action for damages 
not exceeding fifty dollars for injury to personal property, though such 
property be of greater value than fifty dollars.” 

This was an action for negligent injury to personal property where 
the property, a horse and buggy, was shown. to be worth more than one 
hundred dollars; but the injury thereto, the matter in litigation, was 


355 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [43 





DucKWoRTH v, MULL. 
alleged ssa proved to be less than fifty dollars, and the ee and 
judgment were upheld. 

And in the more recent case of Watson v. Farmer, 141 N. C., 402, 
approving Malloy v. Fayetteville, it was held: | 

“Courts of justices of the peace have jurisdiction to hear and 

(465) determine actions for injury to personal property and to render 

judgments thereon, not exceeding fifty dollars, and the jurisdic- 

tion is not determined by the value of the property injured, but by the 
amount demanded in the warrant or complaint. o 

Justice Brown, in delivering the opinion, says “the jurisdiction of the 
justice is not to be measured by the value of the property, but by the 
amount demanded in the warrant or complaint.” 

Tn both of these opinions the value of the property injured is rejected 
as the test of jurisdiction, and the value of the injury, as defined and 
limited by the summons and complaint, is adopted. 

And we are not impressed with the position taken, that this addition 
to a justice’s jurisdiction should be confined to actions for claim and 
delivery of personal property. 

While the proceedings of the Convention of 1875, this being the con- 
vention by which the section in question was established, are not very 
fully reported, we know that one of the purposes considered most de- 
sirable at that time was to enlarge the jurisdiction of justices of the 
peace; and no good reason suggests itself why such a purpose should be 
stopped short by adding only one additional cause of action to the juris- 
diction already had by these officers; and we know that the first Legisla- 
ture which met after this change in the organic law enacted the statute 
as it now appears in the Revisal, sec. 1420: “Justices of the peace 
shall have jurisdiction of civil actions not founded on contract wherein 
the value of the property does not exceed fifty dollars.” 

' The simple, natural interpretation of the statute would make it apply 
to all “civil actions not founded on contract,” and should have much 
| weight as the first legislative interpretation of the meaning of the clause 

‘In question. 

Again, it is urged that if the Convention of 1875 had intended 
(466) to confer this extended jurisdiction in actions for tort, they would 
| have used the terms, “in other actions where the amount de- 
‘manded does not exceed fifty dollars,” as they did in speaking of contract. 

The answer is, that in contract the “sum demanded” would include 
every case of contract; whereas, in tort, these words would not have been 
sufficiently broad, inasmuch as they would have excluded actions for spe- _ 
cific personal property, one of the most useful and common of the actions 
ex delicto. And it might be further answered that if the convention had 
intended to confine this jurisdiction. to actions for claim and delivery, 
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they could easily have said so; and they no doubt would, for dies were 
a body’ of men who knew thew minds and knew how to express their 
meaning in apt and forceful language. 

We are clearly of the opinion, as heretofore en that these words, 

“where the property in controversy does not exceed fifty dollars,” mean, 
and were intended to mean, the value of the injury involved in the litige- 
tion. 

In the business cee and transactions of individuals and the con- 
struction of instruments which concern the devolution and transfer of 
property between them, this term ‘ ‘property 7’ has usually received a more 
restricted construction. It has been so in the decisions of our own 
Court; but in constitutions and public statutes where the words permit, 
and the spirit and intent of the law require, the word “property” has 
frequently and more usually been accorded the broader significance which 
we have given it. 

In the sections of our Constitution protecting hfe and property, the 
term is held to include vested rights of action. 

As said in Cooley on Constitutional Limitations (7 Ed.), p. 577: “A 
vested right of action is property in the same sense in which tan- _ . 
gible things are property, and is equally protected from arbitrary (4673 
interference.” | 
~ And in Black’s Constitutional Law, p, 432, it is said: “A cause of 
action, accruing at common law or by a contract which is fixed and set- 
tled in a particular person, and continues in force, is a vested right 
within the protection of the constitutions. It is property, and it cannot 
lawfully be divested by legislative interference, or by taking away the 
legal means of making it effective, or by so hampering it with conditions 
or restrictions as to render it: practically worthless.” Also, Angel v. 
h. &., 150 U. S., pp. 1-19. 

And in &. BR. v. Dunn, 52 TIL, 260, construing a statute giving to mar- 
ried women control over their separate property, the term “property” 
was held to include. a right of action for personal injury. In delivering 
the opinion Chief Justice Breese said: “Tf, then, it can be established 
that the right of action for this injury is property, as it came to her 
from a source other than her husband, then it was her separate property 
and comes under the operation of the act.” And the Chaef Justice then 
proceeds: “Chancellor Kent, in his Commentaries, says another leading — 
distinction in respect to goods and chattels is the distribution of them 
into things in possession and things in action. The latter are personal 
rights, not reduced to possession, but recoverable by suit at law. Money 
due on bond or other contract, damages due for breach of covenant, for 
the detention of chattels or for torts, are included under this general 
head or title of things in action. 2 Kent’s Com. (Comstock’s Ed.), 
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432, under the head of the nature and various kinds of ‘personal prop- 
erty.” A right to sue for an injury is a right of action; it is a thing in 
action, and is property according to this authority.” 

_ There are decisions by the Supre eme Courts of Michigan, Rhode Island 

and Connecticut to like effect in questions of similar import. Dunlap v. 
R. B., 50 Mich., 470; Cooney v. Lincoln, 20 R. I., 183; Hubbard 

(468) 2. Brainard, 35 Comn., 563. | : 
| ‘There is a eerie to the contrary in Wisconsin: Gibson v. | 
Gibson, 43 Wis., 28. In that case, some weight was given to the wording 
of the particular statute. Apart from this we do not think this case is 
well considered, or that it is in accord with the weight of authority. 

We are therefore of opinion, and so hold, that the Constitution has 
granted the right to confer jurisdiction to the extent therein specified in 
the case of all actions arising ex delicto; and the Legislature having 
given this jurisdiction to justices of the peace, there was error in dis- 
missing the case, and the judgment is reversed. 


Judgment reversed. 


Waxker, J., dissenting: This is the first case, I believe, where a 
justice of the peace has been held to have jurisdiction of an action for 
the recovery of damages for a tort which did not consist.in a direct 
injury to property. My own. opinion is, and always has been, that it 
was never intended by the Constitution, Art. IV, sec. 27, to confer juris-— 
diction in actions not ex contractu, except for the recovery of specific 
property, or, at most, for the recovery of damages to property not exceed- 
ing the value of fifty dollars. Jurisdiction of the justice could only be 
vested by express provision of the Constitution, or by legislative grant 
given in pursuance of the provisions of the Constitution. The Constitu- 
tion, Art: IV, sec. 27, provides that “The several justices of the peace 
shall have jurisdiction, under such regulations as the General Assembly 
shall prescribe, of civil actions founded on contract, wherein the sum — 
demanded shall not exceed $200, and. wherein the title to real estate shall 
not be in controversy; and of all criminal matters arising within their 
counties wherein the punishment cannot exceed a fine of $50 or imprison- 

ment for thirty days. And the General Assembly may give to | 
(469) justices of the peace jurisdiction of other civil actions wherein 

the value of the property in controversy does not exceed $50.” 
The Constitution does not in terms confer jurisdiction upon justices to 
try actions for damages arising from torts, and it limits the power of the 
General Assembly in conferring jurisdiction to those cases wherein the 
value of the property in controversy does not exceed $50. In Malloy 
v. Fayetteville, 122 N. C., 480, it was held that a justice of the peace - 
has jurisdiction of an action for damages not exceeding $50 for injury 
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to personal property, though such property be of greater value than 
$50.; but this was held by a bare majority of the Court, and, with all 
respect, I submit, against the correct interpretation of the Constitution. 

Unless sec. 27 of “Art. TV is a restriction upon the legislative power to 
_ confer jurisdiction upon justices of the peace, then there is no restriction’ 
upon the legislative will in this direction, and jurisdiction may be con- 
ferred upon them in any amount and covering every variety of action. 

Art. TV., sec. 12, which is cited in the opinion in Malloy v. Fayette- 
ville, in support of the decision in the case, concludes with the sentence, 
“so far as the same may be done without conflict with other provisions of 
this Constitution.” Any allotment of other jurisdiction than that men- 
tioned in sec. 27 is certainly in conflict with that section. The enumera- 
tion of powers which may be exercised is always held to exclude the ex- 
ercise of other powers not enumerated. When the Constitution says, 
“and the General Assembly may give to justices of the peace jurisdiction 
of other civil actions whenein the value of the property in controversy 
does not exceed $50,” it is manifest that the meaning would not be added 
to it if it had said further, “it shall confer no further or other jurisdic- 
tion.” If sec. 12, Art. IV authorizes an allotment of jurisdiction not 
méntioned in sec. 27, why would it not be competent for the Legislature 
to increase the jurisdiction in actions founded on contract to any 
amount it pleases beyond $200 Why would it not also be com- (470) 
petent for the Legislature to give to justices of the peace jurisdic- 
tion in criminal matters without the limitation of punishment? Section 
27 does not expressly. forbid the Legislature to confer jurisdiction beyond 
$200 in civil suits nor in criminal matters where the punishment exceeds 
a fine of $50 or imprisonment for thirty days. It simply says that jus- 
tices shall have jurisdiction up to that limit, but certainly does not say 
that they shall not have jurisdiction beyond ‘that limit. 

It is true that there are a number of cases having their origin before 
justices of the peace which were brought to recover damages for injury 
to personal property and which came to this Court and were upheld be- 
fore the case of Malloy v. Fayetteville was decided; but not in a single. 
one of those cases was the question of the constitutional power to confer 
jurisdiction raised. It appears for the first time in Malloy v. Fayette- 
ville, and the authority of that case is greatly weakened by the force of 
the two dissenting opinions. Even if the Legislature could confer the 
jurisdiction on a justice of the peace of an action for the recovery of 
damages for injury to personal property, it appears to me that it has not 
done so. 

Section 1420 of the Revisal of 1905 provides: “Justices of the peace 
shall have concurrent jurisdiction of civil actions not founded on con- 
tract, wherein the value of the property in controversy does not exceed 
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$50.” T’his section is in exact harmony with sec. 27 of Art. IV of the 
Constitution, and in express terms confers the jurisdiction which the 
Constitution permitted the Legislature to confer. | 
The section relied on in the opinion of the Court in Malloy 2 v. Fayette- 
ville is now sec. 1476 of the Revisal of 1905, and reads as follows: “All 
actions in a court of justice of the peace for the recovery of damages to 
real estate, or for the conversion of personal property, or any in- 
_ (471) jury thereto, shall be commenced and prosecuted to judgment. 
| under the same rules of procedure as provided in civil actions in a 
justice’s court.” This section assumes the existence of the jurisdiction | 
of the justice in such cases, and merely provides rules for the conduct of . 
the trials, but it does not confer jurisdiction. It is significant that sec. 
1420 appears in the Revisal under subdivision III, chap. 27, entitled 
“Oivil Jurisdiction,’ while sec. 1476 appears under subdivision VII, 
chap. 27, entitled “Rules of Procedure.” Section 1420, conferring the — 
jurisdiction which the Constitution says the Legislature may confer, 
limits that jurisdiction to cases wherein the value of the property in 
controversy does not exceed $50. Section 1476 places no limitation upon 
the jurisdiction. If sec. 1476 does confer jurisdiction upon justices of 
the peace to hear and determine cases involving injury to personal prop- 
erty, to what amount is their jurisdiction limited? The Court in Malloy 
v. Fayetteville assames that the amount is limited to $50; but why to 
$502 Section 1476 makes no limitation. It simply lays down the rule 
of procedure, which is certainly not the same thing as jurisdiction, and 
that rule of procedure is to be the same as provided in civil actions in the 
yastice’s court. Now there are two kinds of'civil actions in the justice’s 
court: one founded on contract, wherein the jurisdiction is limited to 
$200, and one founded on tort, wherein the, jurisdiction is limited to 
$50. Which shall be the limitation here, and what did the Legislature 
mean? It seems clear to me that the Legislature, even if it had the 
power, has not conferred upon justices of the peace. jurisdiction in mat- 
ters of this sort. When the Constitution established the courts of jus- 
tices of the peace, it fixed their jurisdiction, and when it conferred upon 
the Legislature the authority to add to that jurisdiction, it in express 
terms states in what particular it may add to it. But whether or 
(472) not jurisdiction is conferred in cases of tort for injury to prop- 
erty, and is not confined to the recovery of specific property, an 
action, such as this one, is certainly one of the first impression. The 
Convention could not have intended to grant such jurisdiction in all 
cases of wrongs, whether to, property, person or character, and without 
regard to their nature, by the mere use of the word “property,” which 
has a well-defined meaning, when used in the’ Constitution in connection 
with the subject to which it relates. | 
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In Malloy v. Fayetteville, it appears, at p. 483, that the present Chief 
Justice, who there spoke for the Court, evidently thought there was a 
clear distinction between the word “property,” as used in the Constitu- 
tion, and the word “damages,” or the right to recover them, and he 
places the decision of the Court upon the ground that the right to recover 
“damages” as distinguished from “property” is conferred, and conferred | 
only, by Art. IV, sec. 12, of the Constitution, which provides that the 
portion of power and quriedicuion which does not pertain to this Court 
may be allotted and distributed by the Legislature among the other . 
courts created by that instrument or which may be established by law, 
‘in such manner as it may deem best, and that the Legislature has actually 
given the jurisdiction under this section by panne what is now sec. 
1476 of the Revisal. 

But it has been shown, it seems to me, that no such jurisdiction was 
conferred by that enactment (Revisal, sec.. 1476) or intended to be con- 
ferred by the Constitution, Art. ITV, sec. 12. But there is more. to be 
said:* When conferring jurisdiction of non-residents upon courts a sharp 
distinction has always been drawn between the word “property” and the 
term “subject-matter” of the action. The latter term ‘signifies the nature 
of the cause of action and of the relief sought. It relates to the right to 
prosecute the particular suit and to obtain the relef demanded; while 
the word “property” is used in quite a different sense as denoting 
something tangible, or at least something which may be subjected (473) 
to the process of the Court, as in the ease of attachment or gar- 
nishment. It is the res and not the mere right in the particular action to 
sue for damages. Cooper v. Reynolds, 77 U. S., 308; Pennoyer v. Neff, 
95 U.8., 714; Foltz v. BR. B., 19 U.S. App., 581; Hall v. Hall, 12 W. 
Va., 15. "When we refer to the constitutional protection over property | 
or the right of a married woman to acquire and own property in her 
own right, as her separate estate, or to the subjects of taxation—and 
perhaps there are some other instances—we may very well say that the 
word “property” as there used should be considered a nomen general- 
issemum and should embrace within its meaning everything owned and 
possessed, whether tangible or intangible, for that is the manifest pur- 
pose. This meaning is given to the word in order to comply with the 

evident intent, as ascertained from the context, and the necessity arising 
out of the particular nature of the law being construed. Cases referring 
to such a use of the word are not, therefore, in point. It would seem 
that my view is supported by the case of Smith v. Campbell, 10 N. C., 
590, where the Court gave a restricted meaning to the word “property” 
“ehen construing a clause of the Constitution in respect to the jurisdic- 
tion of a justice of the peace. See also Pippin v. Ellison, 34 N. C., 61. 
When the word was used in the Constitution it was meant to refer to 
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the thing for the recovery of which the action is brought, and not to the 
right to bring the action to recover that thing. It is the value of the 
former, and not of the latter, that determines the jurisdiction, and it can 
make no difference whether the thing to be recovered is personal prop- 
erty In possession or a chose in action. If either is the thing sought to 
be recovered, or the value of it, if there has been a conversation, it is the 

“nroperty in controversy.” The division of property into real and 
(474) personal and of the latter into property in possession and in ac- 

tion can have no material bearing on this case, and will tend, I 
think, more to obscure than to elucidate the real question involved. The 
framers of the Constitution evidently. meant that the thing for the re- 
covery of which, or of damages for its conversion, the suit is brought, 
should be considered as-the property in controversy. This is the natural 
and, it seems to me, the only meaning they could have intended to ex- 
press. If it is not, it logically follows from the decision in this case that 
a justice will have the power to try all kinds of torts, such as libel, slan- 
der, seduction and the many others known to the law. It cannot be that 
it was intended to confer such an extensive jurisdiction. : 


Connor, J., concurs in the dissenting opinion. 


Cited: Neill v. Wilson, 146 N. C., 244; Houser v. Bonsal, 149 N. C., 
53; Worth v. Trust Co., 151 N. C., 196; Williams v. R. R., 153 N. C., 
363; Wilson v. Ins. Co., 155 N. C., 175, 177. 





SUTTON v. DAVIS. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


Vendor and Vendee—Specific Performance With Compensation | for Defects— 
Commissioner's Deed—Escrow—Building Destroyed Before Delivery of 
Deed—Rights of Parties. 


4. The doctrine of specific performance with compensation for defects, 
when the vendor cannot convey exactly what his contract calls for, 
is usually applied to cases where the defects urged as a ground for 
compensation existed when the contract was made, but when the 
circumstances required, it is extended to cases in which the defects 
arose afterwards, as when the property was destroyed by fire sub- 
sequently to the execution of the contract, its application resting 
in the sound legal discretion of the Court. 

2. A deed, in the line of the vendor’s title, which had been executed by 
commissioners appointed in judicial proceedings pursuant to the 
Court’s order, but which had been lost or mislaid, did not constitute 
a defect in his title. 

‘3. Where the plaintiff sold a ‘house and lot to the defendant, the deed ‘to 

"be delivered to defendant’s attorneys to be delivered to defendant 
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on payment of the latter’s note for the purchase-price, and the deed 
was delivered in escrow and the note executed as agreed, and the 
defendant went into possession, made an addition to the pbuilding 
and had same insured and it was destroyed by fire before the note 
was paid or the deed was delivered: Held, that the defendant, main-. 
taining his right to a conveyance of the lot, was not entitled to any 
reduction from the amount of the note. 


4, Where there is a contract for the sale and conveyance of realty absolute 
and binding on the parties, equity, for most purposes, will consider 
the contract as specifically executed; the vendee will become the 
equitable owner of the lands and the vendor of the purchase-money. | 
After the contract, the vendor is the trustee of the legal estate for 
the vendee. 

(475) 


‘Action of ys M. Sutton against D. S. Davis, heard by Moore, 
J., and a jury, at the February Term, "1906, of ‘Union. 

Plaintiff ee and testified that in June, 1904, he sold to defend- 
ant a house and lot in Waxhaw, N. C., for $500, and defendant executed 
and delivered to plaintiff his sealed note for the purchase-price, as fol- 
lows: 7 : 


$500. | | WAXHAW, N. ic. 27 July, 1904. 


— On or before 1 January, 1905, I promise to pay to the order of BF. M. 
Sutton the sum of five hundred dollars, with interest at 6 per cent. from 
date. This note given for purchase-money for town lot and storehouse 
in Waxhaw, N. C. | 
Witness mv hand and seal. D. 8. Davis. (sBAtL.) 


That plaintiff had executed a deed for said lot to defendant under cir- 
cumstances hereinafter set forth. 

That the sale was for cash, but on defendant’s request Higaen con- 
sented that the money should be payable on 1 January, as indicated. 

That when plaintiff made the offer to defendant, the defendant ac- 
cepted same by letter, as follows: 


Waxuaw, N. G,, 13 ‘July, 1904. (476) 
Mr. F. M. Sao Monroe, N.C. 


Dear Sir:—~In answer to your letter of July 12th, I will accept your 
offer and take the house and lot for $500, though it is a big price. Let 
me know when you will be ready to make the deed, so I will be ready to 
pay for same. Make the deed to D. 8S. Davis. If agreeable to you, I 
would prefer giving you my note for the amount until January Ist, and 
securing it by note we have at Savings, Loan and Trust Company at 
Monroe for $2,750, as the note will be due then. Of course, your note’ 
would draw interest from date, though either way will suit me. Just suit 
your convenience and let me know what day you will make the deed. If 
you cannot come out here, you can have the papers fixed up in Monroe 
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and turn them over to Messrs. Redwine & Stack. Transfer the insurance 
over to them and you can let me know whether you will want the money 
op my note signed by myself and brother, D. S. Davis. ° 

Please send me an order to Broom & Garrison for the keys and give 
me a few days’ notice 1f you want the money down. Your early reply 
will oblige me, as the improvements I will want will cost about $450, 
and I want to start at it right away. There is more to do than I first 
thought. . Yours truly, | T. L. Davis. 


That pursuant to the directions contained in this letter, plaintiff ex- 
ecuted and delivered a deed for the property to Redwine & Stack, and 
told Mr. Redwine to hold the deed till the money was paid. If they said 
the title was all right, defendant was to give plaintiff his note, which he 
did soon thereafter. 

That no one had ever aioe witness that there was any deed miss- 
ing in the line of his title till the fire occurred. 

Defendant answered, admitting the execution of the note in 
(477) purchase of the lot; set up as a defense that as a part considera- 
tion of the trade, and as an inducement thereto, plaintiff repre- 
sented that he had an nnexpired fire policy on the property for $300, 
which would afford insurance to that amount till January 1st, when the 
money was to become due, and‘plaintiff was to hold this as a collateral; 
and in-case of loss by fire, the amount realized from same was to go as a 
credit on the note. | 

The answer claimed this $300 as a credit, and offered to pay the $200 
over and above such amount. 

Defendant stated here that balance of contract was in letters, and 
admitted that the letter above set out was written by him for himself, 
and that he signed the name of T. L. Davis to it. 

That it was understood between plaintiff and defendant that the deed 
was to be delivered whenever plaintiff could make defendant a good 
title, and defendant was to pay plaintiff then, and Redwine & Stack were 
to pass on the title. 

The defect urged by defendant against the title was as follows: That 
there was one missing deed which had been executed and delivered to - 
C. Brown & Sons, under whom plaintiff claimed by R. B. Redwine (of 
Redwine & Stack) and T. J. Jerome, as commissioners, who had made 
sale of the property under a decree of the Court. The sale had been 
confirmed, title ordered and deed executed. That same having been lost 

dor mislaid, the commissioners, Jerome and Redwine, executed a substi- 
tute, ohh plaintiff had when suit was commenced; but this second deed 
had not been made at the time the fire occurred. | 

Plaintiff denied that he had made any statement about any insurance 
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It was further shown that soon after the trade, defendant took posses- 
sion of the property, and had ever since exercised ownership and control - 
over it; that he had made an addition to the building; had same 
insured, and collected $500 insurance thereon when it was de- (478) 
stroyed by fire in November, 1904. The policy being on the entire 
building and covering both the original building and the addition. 

Issues were submitted and responded to by the jury as follows: 

1. Was the deed, dated 23 July, delivered to Redwine & Stack, attor- 
neys for the defendant, by the plaintiff, to be held as an escrow and de- 
livered to defendant upon the payment of the purchase-price, $500¢ An- 
swer: Yes. 

2. Was the building upon the lot ee in the complaint destroyed — 
by fire on the 25th day of November, 1904? Answer: Yes. 

3. What was the value of the building on said lot. on the 27th day of 
July, 1904? Answer: $400. | 

4. What was the value of said lot without said building? Answer: 
ie 

. Was the plaintiff, at the commencement of this action, able to con- 
ae said lot in fée-simple? Answer: Yes. 

6. Did the plaintiff represent to the defendant that the insurance 
policy would not expire before the first day of January, 1905, as alleged _ 
in the answer? Answer: No. | . 

7. Did the plaintiff represent to theedefendant that he, the plaintiff, 
would hold the unexpired insurance policy for the benefit of the defend- 
a as alleged in the answer? Answer: No. 

. Did the plaintiff represent to the defendant that if the house should 
be ees: by fire before the maturity of the note, the amount of said 
policy, three hundred dollars, would be credited on the note sued on, and 
the defendant should be liable only for the balance of the note, as alleged 
in the answer? Answer: No. 

9. Were the plaintiff’s representations as to the insurance salies in- 
- ducements to give the note and material parts of the considera- 
tion of the note sued on, as alleged in the answer? Answer: (479) 
No. 

10. Was the fact that there was a storehouse on said lot a eueertalls in- 
ducement and a material part of the consideration OF the note sued on, 

as alleged in the answer? Answer: Yes. 
 -Plaintiff moved for new trial for errors, ete., which was refused, and 
plaintiff excepted. | 

Plaintiff then moved for judgment on the ver aise for the amount of 
the note and interest. Refused, and plaintiff excepted. 

On motion of defendant, there was judgment on the verdict for $100 
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and interest thereon from 27 July, date of note, and also interest on 
$400 to time of fire. 
Plaintiff excepted and aREMOG: 


Adams, Jerome & Armfield and F. F Griffin for the  plainti 
A. M. Stack for the defendant. | 


oa J., io sano diiie case: The house, a substantial part of the 
subject-matter, having been destroyed by fire during the continuance of 
the contract, the plaintiff seeks to recover the full. contract price; and 
the defendant, maintaining his right to a conveyance of the lot, seeks to 
establish a oredit on his title to the extent of the loss. 

It may, be well to note that defendant here is not asking to be ‘cleves 
of all contract obligation concerning the property, as in Wells v. Calnan, 
107 Mass., 514, cited and relied on by defendant. But, on the facts es- 
tablished, he asks judgment that credit on his note be allowed for the 
loss; and on payment of the same, after such credit, that a good and 
proper deed be delivered for the lot § ‘on which the destroyed building 
stood.” = * 

His defense, then, will rest on the theory dessribed by Pomeroy as 

“partial specific performance with compensation,” and the gen- 
(480) eral principle is stated. by that author in his work on Contracts at 
sec, 434, as follows: ; 

“When the vendor’s title proves to be defective in some particulars, or 
his estate is different,from that which he agreed to convey,,or is subject 
to incumbrances or outstanding rights in third persons, or the subject- 
' matter—generally the land—is.deficient in quantity, quality, or value, it 
is plain that the contract cannot be specifically performed, according to 
its exact terms, at the suit of either party. In such a case there are only 
three possible alternatives for a court of equity to, pursue: either to re- 
fuse its remedy entirely, or to enforce the contract without any regard 
to the partial failure, compelling the purchaser to take what there is to 
give and to pay the full price as agreed; or to decree a conveyance of the 
vendor’s actual interest, and allow to the vendee a pecuniary compensa- 
tion or abatement from the price, proportioned to the amount and value 
of the defect in title or deficiency in the subject-matter. In determining 
which of these alternatives to adopt, it is evident that, under all ordi- 
nary circumstances, the second one would be simone unjust and in- 
equitable; and yet it is occasionally resorted to when the vendee is not in 

a situation which entitles him to favorable consideration. The first al- 
ternative might often contravene the wishes and interests of both the 
parties, and cannot, therefore, be taken as the general or, at least; uni- 
versal rule. Still, if the deficieney or defect. is ee and riaterial, and 


366 


N.C] > ~—s FALL TERM, 1906. 
SUTTON v. DAVIS. © 


the purchaser is unwilling to accept a partial performance, this alterna- 
tive must be adopted. The third is based upon equitable principles; it | 
endeavors to preserve the rights of both the parties, and is therefore . 
constantly resorted to and applied by courts of equity in aid of a vendee, 
and sometimes, although under more and greater restrictions, in aid of 
the vendor. There are circumstances, however, under which even | 
-a vendee is not allowed to avail himself of its doctrine.” — (481) 

The principle here stated has been usually applied to cases | 
where the defects urged as a ground for compensation existed when the 
contract was made; but, when the circumstances required, it has also 
been extended to cases in which the defects arose afterwards. 

This was so held in a case decided by the Supreme Court of Georgia, 
Phinizy v. Guernsey, 111 Ga., 846. In that well-considered * opinion, 
Cobb, J., for the Court, said: 

“The erro: and cases sited show that the doctrine of specific per- 
formance with compensation for defects when the vendor cannot convey 
exactly what his contract’ calls for, is thoroughly established, and it is in 
rare cases where the Court will refuse such relief at the instance of the 
vendee. It is true that in nearly if not all of the cases the inability on 
the part of the vendor to convey what the contract called for arose from 
some fact which was in existence at the time the contract of sale was 
made, stich as defects in the title to a part of the premises, deficiency in 
quantity or quality or value of the property which was the subject-mat- 
ter of the contract, and the like. There does not seem, however, to be 
any good reason why the principle should not be applicable here the 
inability of the vendor to convey a part of that which his contract stipu- 
lated for arose, subsequently to the making of the contract, out of some 
transaction in which the vendee was not involved; and the fact that the 
vendor was himself without fault would not seem to be an obstacle which 
would prevent the application of the rule. Requiring a vendor to pay 
damages to his vendee for a failure to convey property which, subse- 
_ quently to the execution of the contract of sale, was destroyed by fire, is 
no greatet hardship than requiring a vendor to pay damages on account 
of his having ignorantly, though honestly, and after the exercise of all 
possible diligence, bargained away something which he did not 
own, but which he believed was his own. That he would be re- (482) 
quired to. pay ‘damages in the latter case no one will doubt; that 
he should be in the former case ought not, it would seem, to be questioned 
upon principle.” | 

While this principle is well established, its application is not. always 
permitted as a matter of absolute right, but like the general doctrine of | 
specific performance itself, of which this is a part, its application rests 
in the sound legal discretion of the Court. As suggested in the extract 
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from Pomeroy, “there are circumstances under which even a vendee 1s 
not allowed to avail himself of its doctrine.” 

And in see. 344, this author further says: “In general, the purchaser 
is entitled to compensation for a deficiency except where the language 
of the agreement cuts off the claim; but this rule is sometimes, from the 
circumstances of the case, departed from, and ihe vendee left to the al- 
ternative of abandoning the contract entirely or of having specific per- 
formance without abatement of the price.” | 
The Court is clearly of opinion that the present case comes within the 

exeveption here suggested, and that on the facts established by the verdict, 
taken in connection with the admissions of the parties in the pleadings 
and testimony, the plaintiff is entitled to judgment for the amount of 
the note and interest, and without the reduction claimed by defendant. 

The facts disclose that the plaintiff is without fault or delay in the 
matter, having done all that he had agreed to do. He had executed and | 
delivered the deed to Messrs. Redwine & Stack, the parties designated, 
to be delivered to defendant when he paid the purchase-price. He had 
the title at the date of the contract; he had it when the suit commenced, 
and has it now, and is ready and able to convey the lot to defendant 
when the purchase-price is paid. : 

Under the special facts and circumstances of this case, the sug- 
(483) gested defect is not deserving of serious consideration. A deed, 
in the line of plaintiff’s title, which had heen executed by Court 
commissioners appointed in judicial proceedings, had been lost or mis- 
laid, There is no doubt as to the fact that these judicial proceedings 
were in all respects regular. The sale had been confirmed and title or- 
dered.and made pursuant to the order. The commissioners were Messrs. 
Redwine and Jerome, Mr. Redwine being the attorney with whom the 
deed of plaintiff to defendant and title papers were left. There was 
nothing to be done except for Mr. Redwine to call in his associate in the 
matter, fill out a Blank deed and sign ae and the alleged defect. would 
have disappeared. . | 

As heretofore stated, such a defect, under the circumstances, was not 
of the substance, and ahould not be allowed to have substantial effect on 
the rights of the parties, either plaintiff or defendant. 

The plaintiff, then, has been without fault in respect to the title or 
delivery of the deed; and immediately after the contract the defendant 
enteréd into possession and control of the property as owner. He re- 
paired and added to the building; has occupied and used it, and placed 
an insurance policy on it; and when the same was destroyed, he collected 
the amount of the policy, which he retains. He is here now maintain- 
ing that he has a right to the lot under the contract, and prior to the time 
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this contract was made there had never been anything required to secure 
a perfect oe but the payment of the purchase-money—payable by him- 
self. | . 
Tt is aaaeubiaile the general rule “that when prepare is destroyed 
by fire, the loss will fall on him who is the owner at the time.” 

It is also a well recognized principle that where there is a contract for 
the sale and conveyance of realty absolute and binding on the 
parties, equity, for most purposes, will consider the contract as (484) 
specifically executed; the vendee will become the equitable owner 
of the lands and the vendor of the purchase-money. After the contract, 
the vendor 1s the trustee of the legal estate for the vendee. 

Haughwout v. Murphy, 22 N. J. Eq., 581; Brewer v. Herbert, 30 Md., 
301; Wetzler v. Duffy, 78 Wis., 170; 2 White & Tudor’s Leading Cases 
in Equity, part IJ, pp. 1108, 1109; . Bisbham Equity (6 FEd.), sec. 364; 
Pomeroy Eq. Jur., sec. 1406, note 9. 

Pursuing the pr maak in White & Tudor’s Leading Cases, supra, it 1s 
said: “It was declared in like manner by Duncan, J., in Richter »v., 
Selin, that ‘equity looks upon things agreed to be done, as actually per- 
formed.’ Consequently, when a contract 1s made for the sale of land, 
equity considers the vendee as the purchaser of the estate sold, and the 
purchaser as a trustee for the vendor for the purchase-money. So much * 
is the vendee considered in contemplation of equity, as actually seized 
of the estate, that he must bear any loss which may happen to the estate 
between the agreement and the conveyance, and will be entitled to any 
benefit which may accrue to it in the interval; because by the contract 
he is the owner of the premises, to every intent and purpose, in equity. 

“Tt is accordingly well settled that if the premises are consumed by 
fire subsequently to the sale, or are swept away by a flood, or if they are 
injured by a tort feasor, the loss will fall on the purchaser, who can 
neither make the deterioration a ground for refusing to accept a convey- 
ance ao rely on it as a defense to an action brought for the purchase- 
money.” 

The principle does not in strictness oe here, because the contract, 
_ while binding, was not absolute and complete. Lombard v. Congrega- 

tion, 64 LL, 477. 

The deed, being in escrow, to be delivered on condition, no title 
passed till condition was performed. Craddock v. Barnes, 142 (485) 
N. C., 89. But the defendant, having taken possession of the ~ 
reper as owner, and having exercised and enjoyed all the authority 
and benefits of absolute ownership, the case is very nearly within the 
principle; and, on the entire facts and circumstances, heretofore stated, 
we hold that the doctrine of compensation does not obtain, and hia 
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plaintiff should have judgment for the amount of the note and interest 
without reduction. Appellant wall pay costs of aoueh 


- J een Modified. 


Cited:. Whatlock v. Pe Co., 145 N. C., 126; Lancaster v. Ins. 
Co., 153 N. C., 290. 





, (486) _ | _ 
PEDRICK v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


N avigable Waters—Obstruction—Bridges—Public N nisance—Right to Sue— 
Injunctions--Raitlroads — Charters — Construction — Crossing Rivers — 
Drawbridges—Control—State and Federal Government—N i i 
dence. 


1. The obstruction or interference with navigation being a public nuisance, 
no private citizen may sue therefor, unless he suffers some damage 
which is not common to the public. 


2. A citizen who alleges that he owns and operates a sawmill on the banks 
: of a navigable river and procures logs to be sawed in his mill in 
rafts, coming down the river both-above and below a proposed 
bridge, ete., and is, in that sense, an abutting owner, is entitled to 
maintain an action to enjoin the construction and maintenance of a 
railroad drawbridge across said river below his mill as an alleged 
public nuisance, but a citizen who owhs and runs sail-boats on said 
river has no right to sue. 


3. The courts in such cases will act with great caution in interfering at the 
suit of private citizens. The State is the proper party to complain of 
wrong done to its citizens by a public nuisance, 


4. The control of its navigable waters is with the State, the authority. 
of the General Government -being ony cumulative Beeraee from an 
interference with commerce. . 


5. The Legislature has the power to authorize a railroad corporation to 
cross and, of course, to erect a bridge over a navigable stream. 


6. In ascertaining whether the charter of a railroad authorizes the con- 
struction of a bridge over a navigable stream, being in derogation 
of a public right, the rule of. strict construction will be invoked 
and the power will not be found unless expressly given. 


7. The charter of a railroad authorized it to construct a road from 
Raleigh, in an easterly direction, to or near Greenville; thence on 
‘the south side of Tar River to some point “above or near the town 
of Washington,’ which was on the north side of the river: Held, 
that the railroad was authorized to cross the river on a bridge, not 
| necessarily “above” the town of Washington. — 


- 8. The power to control the management of a drawbridge ‘over a navi-— 
gable river after its construction, by requiring the draw to be kept 
open at all proper times, the removal of raftg or débris and in all 
other respects, in which the public. welfare, interest and BATON: is 
involved, is ample in both Federal and State governments. 


9. A drawbridge over a navigable water, although it unavoidably occa- 
sions some delay in passing it, is not necessarily such an obstruction 
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to the navigation as to amount to a nuisance. 'To constitute ‘nuisance, 
the obstruction must materially interrupt general navigation. 


-10. Where a railroad had authority by charter to construct a drawbridge 
over a navigable river, and the evidence was conflicting as to 
whether the proposed bridge would constitute a nuisance by reason 
of its location below a certain town instead of above said town, and 
it appears that about one-fourth of the work had been done before 
any application was made for an injunction, a judgment of the low 
Court denying a temporary injunction restraining the construction 
of the bridge will be affirmed. : ; 


AcTIOoNn be Leroy Pedrick and pines against Raleigh and Pamlico 
Sound Railroad Company, pending in Bravurorr, and heard by McNeill, 
Fee 3 Washington, N. C., on 25 October, 1906. 

‘This action is brought by the plaintiffs, citizens of the town of Wash- 
ington, for the purpose of enjoining defendant corporation from 
constructing and maintaining a bridge across the Pamlico River, (487) 
a navigable waterway, wholly within this State, at the said town, 
for that “said bridge will materially burden, impede and obstruct naviga- 
tion over said river and will constitute a public nuisance by rendering it 
difficult to.pass said bridge with sailing vessels and floating rafts, barges, 
and other crafts, which are constantly plying the waters of said stream 
in their commerce with the said town and counties bordering on the 
waters of Pamlico Sound.” The plaintiff S. R. Fowle alleges that “he is 
the owner of a large sawmill situated on said river above the proposed 
bridge, and is engaged in the manufacture of lumber, and is compelled, 
in the prosecution of his business, to float his logs to his said mill on the 
‘waters of said river in rafts and to ship lumber from his said mill in 
barges. Plaintiffs. Pedrick and Rose are the owners of sailing vessels 
and engaged in the occupation of running the same between the docks 
of the said town and parts of the said river below the proposed bridge 
and the counties bordering on Pamlico Sound. Plaintiffs allege that 
sail-boat navigation will be peculiarly obstructed by said bridge, be- 
cause of the effect of adverse winds, in the presence of which sailing ves- 
sels are compelled to tack and take different courses, which cannot be 
done in the space of seventy feet, the width of the draw in said bridge. 
They further allege that barges and floating rafts will be practically im- 
possible of navigation because of the manner in which they are drawn 
by tugs, using ropes of such’length that they cannot be controlled, but 
_ are subject to be dashed against the bridge by side-winds, ete. They 

further gllege that the charter of defendant corporation does not author- 
ize the construction of said bridge at the proposed point. That the con- 
struction of said bridge above the docks of the town would fully accom- | 
plish the purpose of defendant’s charter and but slightly affect 
the navigation above the town. They further allege that the (488) 
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charter only authorizes defendant to construct a bridge across Tar 
River, the mouth of which is at a point about three miles above the town 
of Washington. 

The defendant admits that 1t has begun the construction and proposes 
to complete a railroad bridge across the river near Washington, at a 
point where said river 1s about one-half mile wide and at which there 1s 
but one channel of eight feet in depth and one hundred feet in width. 
That the said bridge is being constructed under the authority of the 
Legislature of this State and by virtue of authority of the Secretary of 
War and the Engineering Department of the Government of the United 
States. That prior to granting such authority, the said Secretary of © 
War investigated and passed upon all matters pertaining to or affecting 
the navigation of the said river by vessels of every character. That said 
bridge is being constructed under the rules and regulations specified by 
the Secretary of War, and will be, when completed, with the draw across 
‘the channel of said river, in all respects a modern structure of the most 
approved construction, and will not interfere with, obstruct or retard 
navigation by vessels of the character navigating said river. A map 
showing the channel, piers and construction at the channel, is attached 
to the answer. 

Defendant further avers that the aforesaid railroad running from the 
city of Raleigh to the town of Washington was not practicable of con- 
struction in any other place or in any. other manner than that in which 
it has been laid out, located and is being constructed and that there was 
no other practicable way of entrance and crossing of the aforesaid river 
than that which has been adopted by the’ board of directors, authorized 

by the Legislature and approved by the Secretary of War, in the 
(489) place and at the point where it now proposes to construct the 

aforesaid bridge. That it is admitted that the plaintiff S. R. 
Fowle is the owner of a sawmill situated on said river, but this defendant 
avers that his aforesaid sawmill is only one of many mills located above 
said bridge, and the construction of this bridge will not and has not in ' 
any manner affected the aforesaid plaintitt S. R. Fowle in any other 
way or manner than the general public using said river for navigation ; 
arid it is further averred that no sailing wesc can now utilize said chan- 
nel under adverse winds without the aid of a steam or power craft, and 
they aver that when their proposed bridge is completed that, instead of a 
channel 100 feet in width and 8 feet in depth, there will be two channels - 
70 feet in width each, dredged to a depth of 9 feet for the use of such 
vessels, and-it is denied that the construction of the aforesaid bridge 
will inconvenience, obstruct, or hinder navigation on said river by any 
manner of craft, and it is further denied that the plaintiffs or either of 
them have any peculiar or especial property or interest in the naviga- 
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tion of said river, or would be affected by the construction of said bridge 
to any greater extent than the general public by reason of the construc- | 
tion thereof, and that either of them would suffer any special i irrepara- 
ble damage ‘thereby. 

That in 1903 the Legislature of the State of North Carolina granted 
to this defendant power to locate, construct and operate a railroad for 
the transportation of passengers, freight, mail and express, from Raleigh 
in Wake County; thence in an easterly direction through Wilson County, 
running near the town of Wilson; thence through Pitt County, running 
to or near the town of Greenville; thence on the south side of Tar River 
to some point on or near, across said river in Pitt or Beaufort counties 
above or near the town of Washington; thence to or near the town of 
Washington or to some point in an easterly direction to tidewater in 
the eastern section of North Carolina, on or near the Pamlico 
River or Sound, as shall be determined by the said board of di- (490) 
rectors. That pursuant to the power in said charter granted, the 
defendant company proceeded to lay out, locate its line of railroad as in 
its charter authorized to do, and at said time located and determined 
upon the crossing of the gonead yiver at the point at which it now 
proposes to construct its said bridge; that thereafter, to-wit, after its 
aforesaid line has been run and located, and after its board of directors 
has determined upon a crossing of said river at the point designated, the 
Legislature of North Carolina further extended the rights, powers and 
privileges of the defendant company by Private Laws of North Carolina, 
Acts of 1905, ch. 5, ratified 2 February, 1905, to construct said road from 
the town of Greenville, thence in an easterly direction through Pitt 
County to or near some point on the south side of ‘Tar River in Pitt 
or Beaufort counties; thence to or near the town of Washington or to 
some point in an easterly direction to tidewater in the eastern section of 
North Carolina, on or near the Pamlico River or Sound, as shall be de- 
termined by the board of directors. That undertaking to locate its 
aforesaid line of railroad, this defendant has made careful examination 
and has made accurate surveys, and to this end has expended a large 
amount of money in its attempt to locate its railroad, and that there is 
no ather point at which the crossing of said river can be established 
consistent with the powers and rights and privileges granted by the afore- 
said Legislature; and this defendant avers that the right to build the 
aforesaid bridge at the point at which it proposes to build the same and 
the adoption by its boards of directors of this point of crossing the afore- 
said river, was in strict compliance and in accordance with the granted 
power and authority of the Legislature of the State of North Carolina 
and the general law of said State. That pursuant to the granted 
authority and power of the Legislature and the authority of the (491) ° 
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Secretary of War so obtained, this defendant began and is actively 
engaged in the construction of a railroad about 140 miles in length, and 


to this end has expended many hundred thousands of, dollars, and is now 


expending many thousands of dollars each day for the completion of its 
aforesaid railroad. That it has fully constructed about twenty-five miles 
of railroad, and will have completed the construction of about forty miles 
more of railroad by 15 January, 1907, and is in the process of construct- 

ing the entire line of its railroad. That in its work aforesaid, in the 
process of completion, this defendant company has been and is acting in 
good faith, upon the assumption and belief and advice that its aforesaid — 
charter authorized and empowered it to cross the river at Washington as 
it is proposing to do, and if it were now stopped in the construction of 
said bridge it would entail a loss upon this defendant company of many 
thousands of dollars, and each day’s delay it may be. forced to suffer to | 
gratify the plaintiff and others would be an inestimable damage, and 
would seriously affect this defendant in carrying out its purposes and 
plans regarding the development of the eastern section of North Caro- 
lina and the completion of its line of railroad for the use and convenience 
and advantage of all the people of Eastern Carolina. 

The defendant further averred that it was amply solvent and able to — 
respond in damages for any injury which plaintiffs might sustain by 
reason of the construction of said bridge, ete. 

The complaint is verified by plaintitt S. R. Fowle, and the answer by 
C. O. Haines, president. 

Summons was.issued 24 September, 1906. Pie to notice, a mo- 
tion. for an injunction to enjoin the construction of said bridge was 
heard before McNeill, J., 15 October, 1906. Both parties filed a 

number of ada tending to support their several contentions. 
(492) Motion for injunction was denied, and plaintiffs a 


Shepherd & Shepherd for the plaintiffs. | 
L. I. Moore, Stephen C. Bragaw and Aycock & Daniels for the dé 


fendartt. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: This appeal was argued before 
us with marked ability and learning, counsel citing authority for the 
which he based his judgment refusing the injunction. — 

It will be convenient, in the discussion of the question: presented, to_ 
support of their several positions. His Honor did not find the facts upon 
state the uncontrovetted facts material to the decision. ‘The town of 
Washington, conceded to be a prosperous commercial community, con- | 
taining about 8,000 inhabitants, is located on the north side, we will as- 
sume, of Pamlico River, about thirty- -six miles above its mouth and (for 
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this purpose about three miles below the conjunction of said river with 
Tar River. The said river from its mouth to and above said town is 
navigable. That considerable traffic has been and is now carried on by 
the people of said town, over said river, with people living above and 
below Beaufort and adjoining counties. That said traffic is carried on— 
by means of sailing, steam and gas vessels of considerable tonnage; that 
said river flows by and past the entire length of said town; there are a 
_ large number‘of wharves, stores, warehouses, together with several saw- 
mills to which logs are brought in rafts from above and below said town, 
and the lumber is carried to market on barges towed by tugs down said 
river. That these mills and wharves are located both above and below 
the county (or highway) bridge which crosses said river, abutting on one 
of the streets of said town, the larger number of said mills and wharves 
being below said county bridge. ‘I'he county bridge has a draw of thirty- 
six feet. , 

The defendant’s resident engineer makes an affidavit to which 
is attached a map showing the formation of the banks of the (493) 
river, width of the channel, location of bridge, distance, etc. We 
find no contradiction, in any material respect, of the statement made in 
this affidavit. After stating his opportunities for knowing the facts to 
which he testifies, he says: 

“That from a point below the draw of*the said bridge, a distance of 
2,500 feet, the channel runs a practically straight course, about north- 
west by north coming up, and southeast by south going down. That the 
channel continues then in a straight line above the said draw for a dis- 
tance of 1,300 feet. That any vessel coming up the said river has a di- 
rect approach to the said draw of 2,500 feet, and any vessel going down 
the said river has a direct approach to the said draw for a distance of 
1,300 feet. That a direct approach to the draw in the county bridge, 
which crosses the said river from Bridge Street, in said town, going up 
the said river, is about 450 feet; and that coming down the said river a 
direct approach can be made ie the said county bridge draw for a dis- 
tance of about 950 feet. That above the town of Washington the chan- 
nel becomes more winding and crooked, and there is no point on the 
river between the town of Washington and the point three and one-half 
miles up the said river where the channel continues a straight course for 
a longer distance than 2,400 feet. That affiant has had opportunities of 
experience and observation i in the matter of the construction of bridges 
across navigable waters, and knows that the bridge now being built by 
the said company is modern in character and of approved design, and 
that the draw of the said bridge is of a character recognized by the ex- 
perts as being safe, convenient and readily opened and closed, and such 
as is in common use in railroad bridges at this time. That om Willow 
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Point above, the course of the river is very winding, with sharp turns and 
short stretches of water, and the location of a bridge across the 
(494) stream above Willow Point would, of’ necessity, more seriously 
interfere with the navigation of said river above Willow Point 
than can the bridge located as is now proposed be to navigation upon the 
river from Washington to points below. That during the month of Sep- 
tember pilings were driven at the points at which will be placed the cen- 
ter pier and end piers of the draw of the said railroaé bridge. That © 
from the time of the driving of these pilings until this date there has 
been left open and clear for the passage of water craft something more 
than half of the total space that will be provided for the passage of such 
eraft after the said draw is completed. That during this time, that is 
_ to say, from the early part of September, affiant has been daily either on 
the said river or on the shore thereof opposite the proposed draw, and | 
has seen every day numbers of sailing vessels, steamers, gas-boats, tugs 
and barges, and tugs with rafts of logs in tow, pass through said space 
without delay, inconvenience or difficulty. That affiant has at times seen 
a tug with two barges in tow, the said barges lashed together, pass 
through the said space, and has, at other times, seen the tug with two 
barges, one behind the other, pass through the said space without dif- 
ficulty. That during the period of time referred to, the wind has been 
variable; unusually heavy tides have prevailed, and a considerable por- 
tion of the time the weather has been what is commonly called stormy. 
That the construction of the said bridge, in accordance with the plans, 
will not have the effect of causing the channel of the river, either at the 
draw of the bridge or above or below the same, to fill up, but on the con- 
trary, the tendency would be to avoid the result. The plan upon which - 
said bridge is being constructed will leave a space in the channel of the 
said river not less than seventy feet wide, and another space of the same 
width, which will become a part of the channel. That the plan attached 
| shows the general elevation of the draw-span of this railroad 
(495) bridge the depth of the water on each side of the center pier and 
between it and the two end piers. That upon the plan is indicated 
the relative location of the center and end piers, the space left open for 
the passage of water craft and the depth of the water at mean low-water 
level. That this plan has been made after a thorough sounding and ex- 
amination of the said river and the bottom thereof, and is correct. That 
the depth of the water between the center pier and the end pier, to the 
south, runs from ten feet on the southern edge to twelve feet next the cen- 
ter pier. That the depth of the water between the center pier and the 
north pier runs from twelve feet and six inches to thirteen feet; and this 
depth is practically maintained in the channel for a distance of about 
two hundred feet below the draw and for the same distance above.” 
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The defendant’s charter, Private Laws 19038, ch. 1, authorizes the com- 
pany'to construct a railroad from Raleigh in Wake County in an east- 
erly direction * * * to or near the town of Greenville; thence on 
the south side of Tar River to some point on, near, across river in Pitt 
or Beaufort counties, above or near the town of Washington; thence to 
or near the town of Washington * *“ * ag shall be determined by 
said board of directors.” The charter was amended by the General As- 
sembly, Private Laws 1905, ch. 5, permitting the road to be carried to 
Snow Hill, in Greene County ; anenee to Greenville; thence “‘to or near 
some point on the south side of Tar River in Pitt or “Beaufort counties,” 
etc.. 

Defendant silos and itis not denied, that prior to the amendment 
of its charter by the General Assembly of 1905, 1t “proceeded to lay out 
and locate its line of railroad, and détermine upon crossing the said 
river at the point at which it now proposes to construct its bridge.” 
That on the day the summons was issued in this action, the bridge was 
more than one-fourth completed. We omit any reference to the. 
affidavit showing the progress of the work and present eonaren (496) 
of the bridge, — 

Before proceeding to discuss the question whether, sha to what extent, 
the proposed bridge would impede, obstruct or interfere with navigation, 
we will dispose of the two preliminary questions.raised by the pleadings 
and argued before us: 

1. Are the plaintiffs or either of them entitled to sue, that is, have 
they alleged such special and peculiar damage, different in kind from 
the public generally, by reason of the construction and maintenance of 
the bridge, as under the settled principles of law give them a right to 
sue? : 

2. Does the charter of defendant road authorize it to construct a 
bridge over Pamlico River at ‘any point, or is it restricted to the con- 
struction over Tar River? 

The obstruction or interference with the navigation ue a, public 
nuisance, it is elementary learning that no private citizen may sue 
therefor, unless he suffers some damage which is not common to the pub- 
lic, or, to express it affirmatively, he may sue by showing that he sus-’ 
tained some special peculiar injury, different in kind from the public. 
Manufacturing Co. v. R. &., 117 N. C., 579, where the authorities are 
cited in a well-considered opinion by Mr. Justice Avery. The question 
is discussed and the latest authorities cited in Joyce on Nuisances, 267- 
271. We have no difficulty in finding that none of the plaintiffs who 
sue, in respect to thelr citizenship of the town of Washington, are en- 
titled to do so upon the averment in the complaint. Mr. Fowle avers 
that he is the owner of a sawmill on said river, located above the pro- 
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posed bridge, and that he procures the logs to be sawed at his mill in 
rafts coming over said river, both from above and below the proposed 
bridge; that he ships his lumber to market over said river in barges 
which must be towed by tug-boats down the x river and through the draw 
in the bridge. 

Plaintiffs Pedrick and Jones say that they « own ae run sail- 
(497) boats on said river passing from the docks above the proposed 

bridge into Pamlico Sound, ete. 

It is not clear, upon the authorities, whether the allegations bring 
these plaintiffs within the principle entitling a private citizen to sue in 
such cases. If we look beyond our own decisions, we find much conflict 
in the cases applying the rule. We incline to the opinion, without: 
undertaking to discuss and reconeile them, that upon the allegations in 
the complaint, plaintiff Fowle is, upon the authority of Manufacturing 
Co. v. R. R., supra, entitled to maintain the action. Baird v. R. R., 
6 Blatehf. AC: O.), 276; Hickok v. Hine, 23 Ohio St., 523; Wood on 
Nuisances, 853. | 

The right of plaintiffs Pedrick and Jones is much more doubtful. 
We do not very clearly perceive how their right to use the right of navi- 
gation for the purpose of having their boats to pass up and down the 
river differs, in kind, from that of all other persons. Mr. Wood says: 
“Tt is not encugh that he has sustained more damage than another; it 
must be of a different character, special and apart from that which 
the: public, in. general, sustains, and not such as is common to every 
person who exercises the right ‘that is injured.” Nuisances, 646. .In 
Clark v. R. R., 70 Wis., 593, Lyon, J., says: “The complaint herein 
alleges that the plaintif owns a steam yacht, upon which he desirés to 
travel daily and carry passengers between Neenah and Appleton; that 
in his business of a manufacturer. he is largely interested in transporting 
freight up and down the Fox River, past the point where defendant’s 
bridge is located, and would transport such freight. by river but for the 
bridge; but now boats, passengers and freight have to take a circuitous 
route by reason of the bridge. The complaint fails to state where the 

plaintifi’s business is carried on, or that he owns any property 
(498) affected by the alleged nuisance; or that he has ever made any 
| attempt to pass the bridge; or that he has any riparian 
| rights affected by it. The whole substance of the complaint is that 
he desires to navigate the Fox River, where the bridge stands, with 
his yacht. and to transport passengers up and down the river at that 
point, but cannot do so because of the bridge, and is compelled to take a 
longer route to reach desired points. If there is any element of special 
damage alleged in the complaint—damage not suffered by the whole 
public, who navigate or may desire to navigate Fox River between. 
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the same points—we fail to discover it.” - Manson v. R. R., 64 8. C., 


120; Swanson v. Boone Co., 42 Minn., 532. 


We are of the opinion that the plaintiffs, other than Mr. F os fail — 
to show any right to sue. It is not very clear that he has such right, 
but, as he alleges that he owns and operates a mill on the banks of the 
river and is, in that sense, an abutting owner, we think, and, for the pur- 
pose of passing upon the other questions, hold that the action will he. | 

It is held by some courts, and with reason, that a court of equity will 
entertain a bill to enjoin a proposed public nuisance by one who might 
not be able to maintain an action at law. “The strictness of the original 
rule has been greatly modified since the days of Lord Coke,’ Joyce on 
Nuisances, sec. 424; Weley v. Hlwood, 184 Ill., 281 (28 Am. Rep., 673; 
9 L. R. A., 726). In such cases the reason upon which the principle is 
founded, to avoid a multiplicity of suits, does not apply. It is uniformly 
held, however, that the courts in such cases will act with great caution in 
interfering at the suit of private citizens. The State is the proper party 
to complain of wrong done to its citizens by a public nuisance. 

In regard to the second question, it will be well to state, as the basis 
of this discussion, a few elementary principles, before proceeding to con- 
sider the peculiar language of the charter. The power to regu- 
late the use of navigable waters in the State, subject to the power (499) 
in the National Government, is in the General Assembly. The | 
law is thus stated by Battle, J., in S. v. Dibble, 49 N..C., 108: “The 
Neuse River having been thus recognized as a navigable water, the de- 
fendants had the right, in common with all other citizens, to navigate 
it with their boats. and, as an incident of such right, to remove all ob-_ 


_ ‘structions not put there by or under the sovereign power, It is admitted 


that the sovereign power in this case is the General Assembly of the 
State.” It 1s. clearly within the power of the Legislature to authorize a 

railroad corporation to cross and, of course, erect a bridge over a navi- 
gable stream; both constitute, in this sense, a part of the system of pub- 
lic highways of the State. "These propositions are not denied by the 
learned counsel for plaintiffs. 

It is suggested that, by a proper pension of the charter, the de- 
fendant 1s restricted to the construction of a bridge across the 
Tar River, and that the eastern terminus of this river is at Willow 
Point, about three miles above the town of Washington. Defendant 
suggests that the point is not the terminus of Tar River, but that it 
continues, by that name, until it reaches and passes the town of Washing- . 
ton. It is conceded that the eastern ‘terminus of the river is not fixed by 
any legislation. We do ‘not deem it at all decisive of the right of de- 
fendant to cross the river “near” Washington to fix the exact terminus. 
It is evident from the language of the records and affidavits that, what- 
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ever may have been the understanding in the past, the town of Wash- 
ington is now understood to be located on the Pamlico River. We note 
that the charter of the Washington Toll Bridge Company, granted 24 
December, 1812, empowers the company “to build a bridge across Tar 
_ River, above the town of Washington, in Beaufort County, and near the 
said town, to commence at Bridge Street.” Toll Bridge Co. v. Commis- 
| stoners, 81 N. C., 461. It also appears from the record set out 
(500) in that case that subsequent legislation referred to it as Pamlico 
River. The Century Dictionary refers to Tar River as “owing: 
into Pamlico Sound. It is called in its lower course, Pamlico River.” 
In “North Carolina and its Resources,” a work published by authority of 
the State Board of Agriculture (1896) , p. 122, it is said of Tar River: 
“At Washington it expands into a broad estuary, navigable for sea-going 
vessels, and thence takes the name of Pamlico River.” We note these ~ 
descriptions of the river, not as showing that Washington is, as a matter 
of law or fact, on the Tar River, but as indicating that the exact ter- 
minus is not known, and that in construing the charter this fact should 
be kept in view. 

Tt is well known that in our State other rivers have been called by 
more than one name in different localities. The purpose of the Legis- 
lature was to authorize the defendant to construct a road from Raleigh 
to Greenville, thence on the south side of Tar River to Washington, 
which is on the north side of the river, the exact status of which, in 

respect to its name, is not ascertained. No one doubts that the road 
" was to cross “the river in Pitt or Beaufort counties above, or near, the 
town of Washington, as shall be determined by the board of directors.” 
These facts are thus settled: it was to cross the river from the south to - 
the north side, to some point “‘above or near the town of Washington.” ° 
It is not seriously contended that the road must cross at Willow Point, 
or that to cross at such point is either desirable or practicable. 

We fully concur with the position of the learned counsel for plaintiff 
in regard to the rule by which grants of power to corporations are to be | 
construed. The authorities cited sustain them. “All public grants are 
strictly construed; nothing ean be taken against the State by presump- 
tion or inference.” R. R. Tax, 18 Wall., 206; 8. v. Freeport, 43 Me., | 

202. In ascertaining whether the charter of a railroad authorizes 
(501) the construction of a bridge over a navigable stream,.being in 
_ derogation of a public right, the rule of strict construction would 
be invoked, and the power would not be found unless expressly given. 
The construction of somewhat similar language was before the Supreme 
Court of Massachusetts, in Fall River Co. v. RB. R., 87 Mass., 221, where 
Bigelow, C. J., said: | 
“We cannot doubt that where an unrestricted grant of power is made 
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to a corporation to construct a road between two points, it carries with it 
the right to cross navigable waters, if they interfere in a course or route 
which is otherwise reasonable and practicable, and if the road can be con- 
structed without destruction of the public easement or seriously impair- 
ing its convenient en] joyment and use.’ : 

The .power to cross the river is given by necessary implication. It 
would be to attribute to the Legislature either ignorance of the geogra- 
phy of the State or a purpose to trifle with an important subject to say 
that it did not know that to leave Grtenville at a point on the south side 
of Tar River and go to Washington did not necessarily involve crossing 
some river “above or near Washington.” 

Having reached the conclusion that the defendant has, by its charter, 
the Hehe to cross, that is, construct a suitable bridge over the river, 
the question arises, whether it is restricted to such crossing above Wash- 
ington. To adopt this construction would be to eliminate the word 
“near.” Tf the Legislature intended to fix the point of crossing definitely 
“above” Washington, it was unnecessary to use the word “near.” As 
said by the Supreme Court of Massachusetts: “The first and most ob- 
vious suggestion is, that the Legislature did not intend to fix with abso- 
lute certainty and precision the point of departure for the new road, 
which the defendants were authorized to build. In using language which 
was so vague and indefinite as to leave open for future determina- 
tion the location of this point, it is clear that, owing tg the nature (502) 
of the ground, or for some other sufficient reason, it was not 
deemed expedient or necessary to fix 1t with accuracy. It is also clear 
that in thus omitting to designate it, it was their intention to delegate 
the power of locating it definitely to the defendants or their agents, and 
to vest in them the exercise of the needful judgment and discretion to 
carry into effect the authority which they intended to grant. ” Farnham 
on Waters, 327 (a). Thus, we find in the defendant’s charter, power 
given the board of directors to determine the point of crossing the river 
—of course, to be exercised within the limits of the grant—“above, near” 
the town of Washington. This is the usual form in which the termini of 
proposed railroads are fixed. Ti is necessarily so, because we know from 
observation that the exact termini of railroads are never fixed until after 
the charter is granted; hence, words similar to thosé found here are 
generally used, followed by the power to the directors to fix them by sur- 
vey or otherwise. Justice Bigelow, in the case cited, says: “It follows, 
that unless the defendants have clearly exceeded the limits of this discre- 
tion, and have acted either in bad faith or in disregard of the just limits 
which by a reasonable construction of the words of the statute should be 
put on their power to fix the terminus a quo, they cannot be deemed 
to have invaded the plaintiffs’ rights, or be held amenable to process, 
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restraining them font prosecuting their work and constructing their 
road, according to the plan. * * * ‘They are authorized to com- 
- mence at a given point, or uear it. If they embrace the latter alterna- 
- tive, a wide range is necessarily left open to them. The word “near,” 
applied to space, can have no positive or precise meaning. It is a rela- 
tive term, depending, for its signification, on the subject-matter in rela- _ 
tion to which it’is used and the circumstances under which 1t becomes 
necessary to apply it td surroundixg objects.” Wood, Nuisances, sec. 
274. ) 
We ak this ‘correctly states the rules of construction, and, 

(508) applying it to this case, we are of the opinion that it was siti 

the limits of the power conferred upon the directors of the de- 
fendant, acting in good faith, and a due regard to the rights of the 
public, to locate the bridge helow the town of Washington. 

We are thus brought to a consideration of the question whether the 
location, in the light of the evidence before us and for the purpose of dis- 
posing of this appeal, is reasonably necessary to the accomplishment of: 
the purpose for which the power is granted, and whether, in the light of 
such evidence, we can say that it is reasonably practicable to locate the 
bridge above the county bridge. We concur with the plaintiff in saying 
that if the location of the bridge below the town will create a nuisance, - 
and if defendant reasonably can accomplish the same purpose by placing 
it above the town, the charter will be so interpreted as to confine it to 
such location. 16 A. and E., 1001 (1 Ed.). | 
In Aicks v, Hines, 23 Ohio St., 528, it is said: “Corporations 0 or 
- public officers are not authorized to obstruct the navigation of a river 
under a legislative grant of power, merely for the building of a bridge 
across the river, when the bridge can reasonably be constructed so as not 
to destroy the navigability of the river.” In that case the Court found 
that the effect of the proposed bridge “would effectually destroy all navi- 
gation and practically destroy the navigability of the river above the 
bridge.” The right to build a bridge was not denied, but the contest 
related to the kind of bridge that might lawfully be constructed. An 
injunction was sought only against the’ building of a bridge “without a 
draw.’ Tilman v. Wolfe, 27 Texas, 68, was an action for damages for 
obstructing a navigable stream. The. jury found that the obstruction 

was a nuisance, and the Court held that the statute under which 
(504) plaintifis in error Ponsa the bridge did not authorize them 
to do so. 

We have held at this term, in Thomason 0. RB. R., diet power con- 
ferred upon a railroad company to construct and sperate a railroad 
must be exercised with due regard to the rights of the public and of the 
owners of property abutting or near to the road. In Met. Asylum Dist. 
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v. Hill, 6 L. R. (1880-81), 193, the jury, upon an issue submitted, found 
that the erection of the hospital for the reception of smallpox patients 
‘would be a nuisance, endangering the health of the persons living near- 
by. It was ruled by the House of Lords that the language of the statute 
did not authorize the establishment and maintenance of the nuisance. 

- The power being in the Legislature to authorize the obstruction of a_ 
navigable stream by the erection of another highway, as a county bridge 
or a railroad bridge, the courts will not undertake to control the exercise 
of the power. The question whether the proposed bridge, if an obstruc- 


' tion, is necessary for the public convenience, is for the Legislature, but 


in interpreting statutes, by which it is claimed the power is conferred, 
the courts will apply the rule of strict construction and interpret them 
upon the theory that the Legislature did not mtend to confer power to 
unreasonably or unnecessarily obstruct the highway or navigation. 


- Farnham on Waters, sec. 1296. 


For the purpose of deciding the controverted questions of fact, neces- 
sary to dispose of the motion for an injunction, In no manner affecting © 
the rights of either the State or such persons as may be entitled to sue, 
to have these questions in some appropriate action decided by a jury, we 
are confined to the complaint and answer, together with the affidavits 
and exhibits filed. It is not seriously contended that the proposed bridge 
will obstruct, that is, altogether prevent, boats, barges or rafts passing 
up and down the river, or that in the mode of its construction, in 
respect to the draw and the caisson, upon which it rests, the most (505) — 
approved methods have not been adopted. The objection is 
directed to the location of the bridge, and not to its kind or construction. 
It is alleged, and not contradicted, that it is being constructed in accord- — 
ance with the plans and apeeincn ons of the War Department and its 
engineers. The power to compel the management of the bridge after 
its construction, by requiring the draw to be kept open at all proper 
times, the removal of rafts or débris, the dredging of the channel, if 
ul sjoodser 10T0 T[e UL pus ‘suossT¥D EY Jo Tosver <q dn [TH 9} punojz 
which the public welfare, interest and safety is involved, is ample in both 
Federal and State governments. We are, therefore, to eliminate all 
other questions and consider the testimony only in regard to the loca- 
tion. We find, upon an examination of the authorities, a recognition of 
the principle ae where two rights exist, public as well as pr ivate, they - 
must be used and enjoyed in the light of the maxim “Sie utere,” ete. 
People v. R. R., 15 Wend., 134. The rule laid down by Mr. Farnham, 
and which we think sorrect is: ‘As commerce upon land has increased 
and become more important, its requirements have modified to some ex- 
tent the old rule which prevented any interference whatever with naviga- 
tion rights, and each right modifies the other; so that the obstruction to 
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the navigation will not be regarded as unreasonable and a nuisance, — 
unless it is material and unnecessary in view of the requirements of the 
land traffic.” 2 Waters, 1290. He further says: “If a bridge is nec- 
essary for the convenience of the public, and does not prevent the free use 
of the stream as a public highway, although causing some slight incon- 
venience to those who had been in the habit of navigating the stream by 
obliging them to take some additional precautions in passing it, it is not 
necessarily a nuisance. The fact that the channel is somewhat abridged, 
or that vessels are delayed to a slight degree, does not.render the 

(506) bridge a nuisance.” Mr. Justice McLean in Works v. R. R., 
Fed. Cases, No. 18046, says: “A draw-bridge over navigable 
water, although it unavoidably occasions some delay-in passing it, is not 
necessarily such an obstruction to the navigation as to amount to a nui- 
sance. The delay is submitted to in consideration of the benefits con- 
ferred.” The discussion of the Judge in this case is enlightening and 
apposite to the one before us. “To constitute nuisance, the obstruction 


must materially interrupt general navigation.” 8. v. Wilson, 42 Me., 9; 


Woodman v. Pitiman, 79 Me., 456. In Attorney-General v. R. R., 27 
N. J..Eq., 1 (page 27), it is said: “The rule of law is that where a 
bridge over a navigable stream is erected for public purposes, and pro- 
duces a public benefit, and leaves reasonable space for the passage of 
vessels, it is not indictable; and another rule is, that the bridge must 
appear plainly to be a nuisance before it can be so decreed, since a court 
of equity proceeding by bill, like a criminal court trying an indictment, 


‘must give the defendant the Wench of all reasonable doubts.” Willeams 


v. Beardsley, 2 Carter (Ind.), 591. 

We have examined with care the affidavits filed in-the case. El}iminat- 
ing the complaint and answer, we find an irreconcilable conflict of 
opinion in the affidavits, eile there is but little of fact. Seventeen 
persons who either own or operate sail, steam or gas vessels and boats on 
said river, express the opinion that the proposed bridge will seriously 
impede, impair and obstruct navigation. Twenty-one persons who say 
that they are in the same position to form opinion, are equally explicit 


and positive in expressing the opinion that the proposed bridge will not 


materially burden, impede or obstruct navigation ,upon the said river, 
nor will it seriously interfere with or tend to diminish or discourage com- 
merce upon the said river. Each of the afflants gives the reasons upon 

which their opinions are formed. It is impracticable for us to 
(507) discuss them in detail; we are not sufficiently familiar with the 

questions involved to do so intelligently. We take, merely as illus- 
trating the divergence of opinion, the affidavit of Mr. Bell, who says that 
he is sixty-two years of age and has been for many years engaged in 
navigating the river. His opportunity is evidently good for forming 
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an opinion. He says that the bridge will seriously obstruct navigation, 
giving his reasons therefor. Captain Springer, on the other hand, says 
that for twenty-five years he has navigated the river. He says that in 
his opinion no such result will follow. Both appear, from their afh- 
davits, to be intelligent, honest men. They are a fair sample of the other 
affants. A large number of citizens engaged in all kinds of occupations 
and professions express divergent opinions. Jf we were controlled in 
our judgment by numbers, the defendant would have the advantage. 
Recurring to the parties to the action, we note that the complaint 
used as an affidavit is not verified by Mr. Pedrick or Mr. Jones. The 
affidavit of Mr. Haines is very full and explicit; he has large opportuni- 
ties for knowing the conditions, and his opinions are entitled to much 
weight. Mr. Packard, an intelligent and evidently well-informed man 
and resident engineer of defendant, says that he has unusual opportuni- _ 
ties for observing the character and class of commerce carried on upon 
the river. That he has made careful sounding examinations and surveys 
for the purpose of ascertaining the depth, width, character and course of 
the channel for a distance both above and below the town of Washington. 
He gives the result of his work as stated herein. He says that during 
the month of September pilings were driven at the points at which the 
center pier and end piers of the draw will be located. That from the 
time of the driving of the pilings to that of making the affidavit there has 
been left open something more than half of the total space that 
‘will be provided for the passage of boats when the bridge is com- (508) 
~ pleted; that during this time he has been daily either on the river 
or the shore opposite the proposed draw, and has seen every day num- 
bers of sailing vessels, steamers, gas boats, tugs and barges and tugs with 
rafts of logs pass through said space without delay, hindrance or difi- 
culty. That during said time the wind has been variable, usually heavy 
tides have prevailed, and for a considerable portion of the time the 
weather has been what. is commonly called stormy. Captain Mohan ° 
says that he is engaged in navigating the river, transporting lumber and 
general freight to and from Washington and Philadelphia and other 
northern points. That his “barge is a vessel of 482 tons, 183 feet and 
7 inches on keel and about 190 feet and 10 inches beam and about 12 
feet deep,” and one of the largest which ‘‘eémes into these waters.” 
That barges can be navigated through the draw in the proposed bridge 
without difficulty, and that the bridge will not impede, burden or obstruct 
navigation. He gives the width of draws and manner of construction of 
bridges over a number of navigable rivers between Washington and 
Philadelphia, showing that the draw in the bridge in controversy cor- 
responds with many others. He says: “Affiant does not know of. any 
draw-bridge across any river in North Carolina that is more easy of 
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access and less difficult to pass through, or that constitutes less of an 
obstruction to navigation than will the ura, praee now being con- 
structed by defendant.” 

In the light of this conflict of opinion and in view of the fact that 
courts of equity are cautious in interfering with a public improvement 
upon an allegation of apprehended injury, we would hesitate to enjoin 
the further construction of this bridge. Judge McLean in Works v. 

- Junction Co., supra, a controversy much like this, says that where 
(509) the evidence is equally balanced. “the preventive and extraor- 
dinary remedy invoked ought not to be given.” 

Several witnesses express the opinion that it would be practi¢able 
for defendant to locate its bridge above the county bridge. The testimony 
in this respect in conflicting. 

In Barnes v. Calhoun, 37 N. C., 199, plaintiff sought to enjoin the 
construction of a mill for that it would create a public nuisance, sobbing 
lands and injuring the health of the people. The testimony was con- 
flicting. Judge Gaston said: “Upon the whole, we confess that the 
strong leaning of our opinion is with those who think that the apprehen- 
sions of the plaintiff are not without foundation. But we do not, on 
that account, feel ourselves authorized to grant the extraordinary memes 
which he ae of us. We entertain no doubt of the right of this Court 
thus to.act in cases of undoubted and irreparable mischief, and we hold 
that it may thus act upon the application of individuals, not only in the 
ease of a private nuisance, but where the individuals suffer special injury 
in the case of a public nuisance also. Spencer v. R. R., 8 Simons, 193. — 
- But it will only act in a case of necessity, where the aril sought to be 
prevented is not merely probable, but undoubted. ‘And it will be par- 
ticularly cautious thus to interfere, where the apprehended mischief is: 
to follow from such establishments and erections as have a tendency to 
promote the public convenience.” He emphasized the right of the plain- 
tiff to sue at law for damages; and, if necessary, upon a verdict establish- 
ing the nuisance, apply for equitable relief, , 

Tn Attorney-General v.. Lea, 88 N. C., 301, Judge Nash, citing Attor- 
ney-General v. Blount, 11 N. C., 384, says that the Court will enjoin a. 
public nuisance “in a plain case.” ( Italics his). In this case an in- 
junction to enjoin the erection of a public mill was dismissed. In Samp- 
— son. Justice, 43 N. C., 115, plaintiff sought to enjoin a private nuisance. 

Pearson, J., says that the fact of nuisance must be established by 
(510) an action at law or “by strong and unanswerable proof. ”  (Italies 

his.) The same principle controlled the Court in Wilder ». 
Strickland, 55 N. C.,-389, Nash, C. J., saying that if the erection of the 
mill should result 1 fy a nuisance, the courts of law would be open to the 
complainants. Hyatt v. Myers, 73 -N. C., 232; Dorsey v. Allen, 85 N. 


386 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1906. ~ 
PEDRICK ¥. R. R. 


C., 358; Reyburn v. Sawy yer, 135 N. C., 828. When we look into other 
‘urisdictions we find the same rule uniformly adhered to. In Eaton v. 
Rk. BR. 24.N, J. Eq., 49, which was a bill to enjoin the construction of a 
pada over a navigable water, the Chancellor said: “The work which is 
sought to be enjoined is a public enterprise of much importance to the 
people of the State, who, through their Legislature, have authorized its 
construction. I find no evidence of bad faith on the part of defendant, 
nor even any imputation of it. This Court.is always reluctant to stay 
the progress of such enterprises, and will only do so in a case clearly 
calling for its intervention.” He further says that if the defendants 
have done any wrong or unauthorized act “they may be called to answer 
for it in a court of law. They receive no license or immunity by the 
refusal of this Court to interfere with them on this application.” 

There is another view of the case pressed upon our attention. It 
appears that the defendant made contracts for the construction of the 
bridge and expended large amounts of money in the preparation for its 
placing; that for several months it was at work thereon. That pilings 
were driven, the foundation of the structure made and, as one witness 
said, about one-fourth of the work done before any application was made. 
for an injunction. It is said in reply to this that plaintiffs had made 
application to the Attorney-General to institute suit, and were awaiting 
action by him. While the delay in bringing the action is not controlling . 
in our minds, we cannot disregard the facts in the record. It is 
manifest that the question of the location of the bridge has been (511) 
discussed by the citizens of Washington and the defendant for 
some time, and that there is a division of public opinion in regard to it. 
The reports of Captain Johnson of the engineer corps show this. The 
surveys were being made and many and most unmistakable steps were 
taken showing that defendant had selected the location for the construc- 
tion of this bridge. The observations of the Chancellor in Haton v. RB. 
£., supra, in this aspect of the case, are in point. It may be proper to 
say that we do not concur in the view pressed by defendant, that the deci- 
sion of the Secretary of War permitting the location of the bridge is con- 
clusive. The control of its navigable waters is with the State, the au- 
thority of the General Government being: only cumulative protection 
from an interference with commerce. R&R. R. v. Ohio, 165 U.S., 365. 

Upon a careful review of the evidence and authorities, we concur with 
his Honor, and his Judgment must be 


Affirmed. 
Browy, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Cited: Tise v. Whitaker Co., 144. N, C., 512: McManus v. R, R., 150 
—N. C., 658, 661, 666; Moore v. Meroney, 154 N. C., 162; Whitehurst 
vo. R. R. 156 N. C., 50. | 987 | 7 | 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. | [148 
HAIRSTON Uv. LEATHER Co: 


(512) 
| HAIRSTON v. LEATHER COMPANY. 


'- (Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


Railroads—Automatic Couplers—Negligence-—Continuing Negligence—Con- 
_tributory Negligence—Assumption of Risks—Fellow-servant Act—Reck- 
lessness—Scope of Employment—Disobedience of Orders—Issues, 


1. In an action for injuries received in coupling cars without automatic coup- 
lers by an employee of a large manufacturing company which in-con- 
nection therewith and as part of the same owns twelve to fourteen 
miles of railroad track on which it operates with its own crew, engine 
and cdrs belonging to it, and the cars of other roads, the Court was 
correct in charging the jury that the failure of the defendant to equip 
its. cars with automatic couplers was negligence, and that if such 
failure was the proximate cause of plaintiffs injuries, they would 
answer the issue as to negligence “Yes.” . 


. The jury, under the charge, having found the issue of negligence against 
defendant, under the principles established in the Greenlee and Troxler 
cases, both the defenses of assumption of risk, which ordinarily in- 
cludes the negligence of a fellow-employee, and that of contributory 
negligence, are closed to defendant, unless, perhaps, the negligent 
conduct of the injured.employee should amount to resklessness. 


3. The Fellow-servant Act, Rev., sec. 2646, applies to the railroad of de- 
fendant company and shuts off the defense of injury by. negligence 
of a fellow-servant and bars all defense by reason of assumption of 
risk unless the “apparent danger was so great that its assumption 
amounted to reckless indifference to probable consequences.” 


4. Where the jury found that the plaintiff was injured by the negligence of 
the defendant in failing to have its cars equipped with automatic coup- 
lers, the only defense open to the defendant, in the absence of any 
evidence of recklessnss, was whether plaintiff was injured in the course 
of his service and employment, and the Court properly submitted a 

. separate issue as to this matter. 


i) 


Action by Luther Hairston against the United States Leather Com- 
pany, heard by O. #. Allen, J., and a jury, at the September Term, 1906, 
of BUNCOMBE. 

‘There was allegation and evidence on the part of plaintiff tend- 
(518) ing to show that defendant, a corporation engaged in the business 
of manufacturing leather and extracting tannic acid, in aid of 

and as a part of its enterprise, had constructed and was using 12 to 14 
miles of railroad track, standard gauge, in and around its plant at Old 
Fort, N. C., and in operating this road had its own crew, engines, cars, 
-ete.; and also used and shifted the railroad cars of other roads on which 
wood required for its purposes was brought to its plant. This wood 
was brought from various localities in railroad cars, and these cars were 
placed by the railroad on its sidetrack, where the engines and crew of 
defendant company would move them onto the tracks of defendant, where 
they were unloaded and the wood stacked between these tracks of de- 
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fendant company, from which point the railroad crew afterwards and as 
required would load the wood onto its own cars and haul same to points 
accessible and conveniént to the chipper-house, where the machines of 
defendant company cut the wood up. Where the tracks permitted, by 
reason of being on an incline, the shifting of cars was sometimes done by 
- hand, and especially was this true in pushing the cars from the chipper- 
house track into the chipper-house yard and up to the machines. That 
the cars of defendant were smaller than the railroad cars, being some- 
_ thing like 18 feet in length, and not so high, and were without automatic 

couplers, the old style link and pin being used for the purpose. That 
plaintiff was an employee of defendant company, whose duties called on 
him to work at the chipper machines, and in the course and scope of his 
duties he was called on frequently to move these cars and’stop them and 
couple and uncouple same; and on the occasion referred to, to wit, 2 May, 
1904, in the course of his duty he was on a car which he had started and 
was letting it roll down towards another car to which it was to be 
coupled. While plaintiff was so engaged, and as he was about to couple 
the car he was on to another, the pin which had been prepared 
failed to drop properly so as to effect the coupling, but fell to the (514) 
ground, between the cars. That plaintiff, remaining on the ear, 
got down on his all-fours and was reaching down to pick up the pin, 
when a co-employee on the third car allowed same to roll down against 
the car he was on, jolting plaintiff’s hand between the draw-heads, where 
it was mashed and severely injured. That this employee, one Will Cald- 
well, could have seen how plaintiff was engaged at the time, there being 
no obstruction, and plaintiff being in full view. 

Plaintiff claimed that on these facts, if established, defendant was 
guilty of actionable negligence: (1) In not providing the cars with 


coupling devices, as required by law. (2) In negligently causing the _ 


violent collision between the cars as above set forth, while plaintiff was 
in plain view of those in control of the car which ran into the one plain- 
tiff was on. 

Admitting that the cars were without automatic couplers, defendant 
denied that there was any negligence on its own part, and claimed that 
it was no part of plaintiff’s duties either to couple or urfcouple cars, but 
that his duty was to work at the chipper machines, and alleged contribu- 
tory negligence on part of plaintiff. Further, that plaintiff had assumed 
the risk of the injury which occurred to him, and that he was injured 
by the negligence of a fellow-servant in charge of the rear car, etc. 

Defendant offered testimony to sustain his positions, and tendered 
issues as follows: | 

1. Was the plaintiff injured by the negligence of the eer cers as 
alleged in the complaint? 
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2. Was the plaintiff, at the time he received the alleged injuries, acting 
in disobedience of the orders of the defendant een to him by his fore- 
man, J. Y. Allison? 

8, Did the plaintiff eontpue to his injury by his own  negli- 
(515) gence? 
4. Was the paint eine by the negligence of a fellow- 7 
servant ¢ 

5. Did the plaintiff assume the risk of an injury when he undertook 
to couple the cars outside of his regular duty? 

6. Is the plaintiff entitled to recover damages; and if so, what sum ? 

The Court submitted the following issues, which were responded to 
by the jury as follows: 

1. Was the plaintiff injured by the negligence of the asreudant as 
alleged in the complaint? Answer: Yes.’ 

2. Was the plaintiff, at the time he received the alleged injuries, acting 
in disobedience of the orders of the defendant given to him by his fore- 
man, J. Y. Allison? Answer: No. | 

3. Is the plaintiff entitled.to recover damages; and if so, what sum ¢ 
‘Answer: $1,000. 

There was judgment on the verdict for plaintiff, and defendant ex- 
cepted and appealed. 


Locke Craig for the plaintiff. 
Merrimon & Merrimon for the defendant. . ‘ 


Hom J., after stating the case: In the cases of Crsciiee and Trosler, 
both being ‘actions to recover for injuries inflicted on employees by the 
negligent failure of railroad companies to furnish their cars with auto- . 
matic couplers, the principle was announced that such a failure would 
amount to continuing negligence on the part of the companies which 
would shut off the defense of contributory as and assumption of 
risk, 

In Gr pee s case, reported in 122 N. C., 97, it was held: 

(a) “The failure of a railroad company i equip its freight cars with 

modern self-coupling devices is negligence per se, continuing up 

(516) to the time of an injury received by an employee in coupling the 

cars by hand, for which the company is liable whether such em- 
ployee contributed to such injury by his own negligence or not. 

(b) “The former decisions of this Court touching upon the duties of 
railroads to provide modern appliances by coupling cars otherwise than 
by hand and foreshadowing the early holding thatthe failure to do. so 

would be negligence per se, and the act of Congress (27 U. S. Statutes . 
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at Large, p. 581) requiring self-couplers to be placed on all cars by 
IJ anUaEy 1898, and the general adoption by railroads of such self- 
couplers, made it the duty of defendant to adopt such devices, and its 
failure to do so, whereby an employee was injured was negligence per sé. 

(c) “The fact that an employee remains in the service of a railroad 
company, knowing that its freight cars are not equipped with self- 
couplers, does not excuse the railroad from liability to sueh employee if 
injured while coupling its cars by hand, the doctrine of ‘assumption of 
risk’ having no application where the law requires the use of new appli- 
ances to secure the safety of employees and the employee, being either 
ignorant of the law’s requirement or expecting eee compliance with it, 
continues in the service with the old appliances.” 

In Trozler’s case, reported in 124 N. C., 189, it was held: 

(1) “Reason, justice and humanity, piciples of the common law, 
irrespective of Congressional enactment and Interstate Commerce Com- 
mmission regulation; require the employer to furnish to the employee 
safe modern appliances with which to work, in place of antiquated, — 
dangerous implements, hazardous to life and limb; and the failure to 
do so, upon .injury ensuing to the employee, is culpable, continuing 
negligence on the part of the employer, which cuts off the defense 
of contributory negligence and _ negligence of a fellow-servant, such 
failure being the causa causans, 

(2) “It is negligence per se in any railroad company to cause 
one of its employees to risk his life and limb in eee couplings (517) 
which can be made automatically without ris 

In Hicks v. Manufacturing Co., 1388 N. C., 331, it was said that both 
of these cases were approved; and further, ‘that the principle therein ° 
announced would be further applied in cases of like: peril. and circum- 
stance; and we think it should be applied here. - 

The defendant company, being a large industrial plant, in connection 
therewith, and as part of same, has constructed and owns, in and around 
its plant at Old Fort, N. C., 12 to 14 miles of railroad track, standard. 
gauge, on which it operates with its own crew, engines and cars, and 
also the railroad cars of other companies carrying to that point the ma- 
terial required for its purpose. Jt is an enterprise of unusual extent and 
proportions, no doubt doing more hauling than many of the logging 
roads, which have been held as railroads under our decisions, and more 
shifting and coupling and uncoupling of cars than would be done on the 
- same or much gréater aera of mileage in the operation of a regular : 
railroad. | 

The track being situated on a level re In. sad around its plant, — 
there would seem to be no difficulty in the procurement .and use of these 
coupling devices, and at comparatively small cost, by means of which | 
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these cars could be coupled automatically and without risk; and the 
Judge below was correct in charging the jury that the failure on the 
part of the company to equip its cars with automatic couplers was negli- 
gerice, and’ that 1f such failure was the proximate cause of plaintiff’s in- 
jury they would answer the first issue “Yes.” 

The jury, under the charge, having found this issue against the de- 
fendant under the principles established in the Greenlee and Trozler 
cases, both the defenses of assumption of risk, which ordinarily includes 

the negligence of a fellow-employee, and that of contributory 
(518) negligence, are closed to defendant, and any issues addressed to 

these questions become immaterial and irrelevant unless, perhaps, 
the negligent conduct of the injured employee should amount to reckless- 
ness. 
Again, we have held at the present term, in Bird v. Leather Co., that 
the act known as the Fellow-servant Act, being Revisal, sec. 2646, ap- 
plies to the railroad of defendant company, citing Ht emphill v, Lumber 
Co., 141 N. C., 487. 

This statute. among other things, enacts that any employee of a sai 
road who is injured in the course of his service or employment by the 
negligence of a fellow-s¢rvant or by reason of any defect in the machin- 
ery, ways or appliance of the company, shall be entitled to maintain an 
action, and that any contract of an employer, express or implied, to 
waive the benefit of this section shall be void. 

This statute, in express terms, shuts off the defense of injury by negli- 
gence of a fellow-servant, which was formerly open to defendant. And 
in Coley’s case, 129 N. C., 407, 1t was held that in cases where same ap- 
plied, it barred all detonces by reason of assumption of risk unless the 
“apparent danger was so great that its assumption amounted to reckless 
indifference to probable consequences.” There was no recklessness here, 
nor was there any evidence tending to establish it. On the contrary, the 
plaintiff appears to have been doing ‘as well as could be done with the 
appliance given him; and he testified that 1f he had gotten down on the 
ground and under the car to pick up the pin, his injury, in all probabil- 
ity, would have been much more serious. | 

These two defenses, then, being withdrawn from defendant, both under 
the decisions in Gee and Troxler and by the construction put upon 
the statute in Coley’s case, supra, the numerous exceptions addressed to 
these questions become immaterial, and the only defense open to defend- 

ant on the facts presented was whether plaintiff was an yeree in 
(519) the course of his service and employment. 
The principles held to be controlling in this case, both in the 
decisions and by the statute, apply only for the protection of employees. 
who are wrongfully injured in the course of their employment. 
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If this plaintiff went out of the line of his service and employment, 

and, in disobedience to the orders of his superior, officiously undertook to 
- couple and uncouple cars, when.it was no part of his duty to do so: in — 
that'event, both of these defenses would be open to defendant, and a dif- 
ferent rule of responsibility would attach. 
_ The evidence was conflicting on this question: that of the plaintiff 
tending to show that plaintiff, at the time of the injury, was acting in the 
course of his employment on the part of defendant, that plaintiff was 
acting out of the line of his duty, in disobedience to the express orders of 
his foreman. ° 

The Court very properly submitted a niente issue as to this matter, 
and. under a charge as favorable as defendant could expect, or had any 
right to ask, the jury have decided the question in favor of plaintiff; and 
this being true,-under the principles discussed, and on the testimony, the 
plaintiff has a clear right of action. 

There is nothing here said which conflicts in any way with Elmore v. 
R. #., 182 N. C., 865. In that case, the Court, in sustaining a recovery 
had < plaintiff an the Court below, where a defendant had negligently 
failed to keep its cars supplied with automatic couplers which would 
work, held that the charge of the trial Judge was sufficiently favorable to 
an the same being as follows: 

eit plaintiff knew that the coupler was out of order, rl that it was 
too dangerous to go between the cars to couple, and that plaintiff used 
his foot to make the coupling, and that by reason of his position 
he acted foolishly and without prudence with reférence to the (520) 
character of the work, and that this act was carelessness, the 
chances of safety being less in favor of him than against him, he would 
be guilty of contributory negligence, even if defendant knew of the de- 
fective condition of the coupler.” 

As said by the Court, this is sufficiently favorable to the defendant, for 
it is the rule which popes in ordinary cases of. contributory negligence 
and assumption of risk. Hinshaw v: R. R., 118 N. C., 1047. But in - 
cases like the present, involving the principles established by the cases of 
Greenlee and Trowler and Coley’s case, where same applies, the correct 
rule is held to be as indicated in this opinion. 

There is no error, and the judgment below is affirmed. 


No Error. 


Cited: Dermid v. R. B., 148 N. C., 193; Blackburn v. Lumber eae 
152 N. C., 363; Pavidddy 0. Lumber Co., 184 N. C., 240. 
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“BANK v. HOLLINGSWORTH. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906). _ 


Corportutions, Contracts of—Pleadings—Issues—Purchaser for Value—Fraud 
_-—Evidence—Tranfer of Corporate Assets—Collateral Agreement—Assign- 
_ ment for Benefit of Creditors. 


]. While a corporation may contract under an assumed and _ fictitious 
name and be bound on the contract, the president or other manag- 
' jng officer, without any authority whatever, cannot bind the cor- 
poration by endorsing, in his own name, or the name of some firm 
of which he may be a member, a note payable to himself for which 

‘the corporation received no benefit or consideration. 


2. Where this Court, on the former appeal, construed the pleadings as 
raising certain issues, and the parties went to trial on the plead- 
ings, it is too late on this appeal to raise the question that such issues 
are not presented by the pleadings. 


3. One who is not a creditor of a corporation is not in a position to com- | 
plain of the fact that all its debts were not paid. 


4, The exceptions to the charge of the Court on the issues directed to 
the question whether the defendant R. was a purchaser for value 
and without notice of D.’s fraudulent purpose in. making. certain 
transfers, are without merit, there being no evidence that R. had 
notice of facis sufficient to put him on inquiry. - 


5. Where the president of a corporation who owned all of its stock trans- 
ferred the same and its assets to defendant in payment of a debt 
due defendant, the latter’s collateral agreement in regard to the 
disposition of certain notes which they held and to pay the out- . 
standing debts of the corporation did not make the transfer an assign- 
_ment for the benefit of creditors. Within the operation of Laws 1893, 
‘chapter 433, * . 


Hoxe, J., dissenting. 


(521)  <Acrrow by National Union Bank of Maryland against J. B. 

Hollingsworth and others, heard by W. #. Allen, J., and a jury, 
at the March Term, 1906, of the Superior Court of Buncomspz. From 
a judgment for the defendant the plaintiff appealed. 


Julius 0. Martin and Charles A. Webb for the plaintiff. 
Locke ona and Moore & Rollins for the defendant. 


Commun: J. This cause was before us at the December Term, 1903, 
and-is reported in 185 N. C., 556. The facts are there fully set forth, 
in the statement of the case, and we find no reason, in disposing of this 
appeal, for restating them, but refer to the case as reported. After dis- 
cussing the several phases of the controversy, as presented and argued 
before us, we concluded by saying: “The cause should be remanded and 
a new veal had upon the issues of fraud raised by the pleadings and the 
claim of the defendant Robertson, that, in any event, he is a purchaser 
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for value and without notice. The burden of proof upon the first issue 
will be upon the plaintiff and as to the second upon the defendant.” His 
Honor in accordance with this decision submitted the issues indicated 
and, in addition thereto, submitted the third issue: “Did the defendant, 
the J. E. Dickerson Company, endorse the notes in controversy In 

the name of J. E. Dickerson & Co.?’ His Honor instructed the (522) 
jury, in deference to what he construed to be the opinion of this 

Court, to answer the issue in the negative. | 

| The plaintiff’s fifteenth exception is directed to this ruling. It was 
alleged that the defendant corporation had, through J. E. Dickerson & 
Co., as agents, contracted the debts sued on, had received the benefit of 
the money advanced on the notes, and was therefore able for them. 

We do not think the question raised by the third issue was left open, 
‘and his Honor may have refused to submit the issue. It will.be observed 
that neither J. E. Dickerson or J. E. Dickerson & Co. had any connec- 
tion with these notes, save by way of endorsement. There is no evidence 
that the J. E. Dickerson & Co. had any connection whatever with them. 
We expressed our opinion in the first appeal upon this phase of the case, 
as follows: “This note was never payable to the corporation, was not 
executed in consideration of any debt due the corporation, was never 
endorsed by any officer of the corporation, in his official capacity, and 1t 
is difficult to perceive how it could have become liable upon the cause of 
action set forth in the complaint, that is, the promissory note of Hol- 
lingsworth.” We adhere to that view. 

The learned counsel contends that there was abundant evidence to go 
to the jury to prove that J. E. Dickerson was acting as agent of the cor- 
poration when he endorsed Hollingsworth’s note given in renewal of 
notes payable to J. E. Dickerson & Co., in the name of J. E. Dickerson 
& Co, While it is true, as contended by counsel, that a corporation may 
contract under an assumed and fictitious name and be bound on the con- 
tract, we know of no authority by which the president or other managing 
. officer of a corporation, without any authority whatever, can bind the 
corporation by endorsing, in his own name, or the name of some firm of 
- which he may be a member, a note payable to himself for which 
the corporation received no benefit or consideration. There is no (528) 
suggestion that either J. E. Dickersgn undertook, or any officer 
of the bank understood or supposed that he was undertaking, to bind the 
corporation by endorsing the words “J. E. Dickerson & Co.” upon the. 
back of a note payable to J. E. Dickerson & Co. We find no seintilla of 
evidence tending to establish any liability against the corporation upon 
the endorsement, which is the cause of action. If the corporation re- 
ceived property from J. E. Dickerson or J. E. Dickerson & Co., in fraud 
of his or their creditors, the right to follow the property in the 
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possession of the corporation, or the hands of a purchaser with notice, is 
conceded. The exception cannot be sustained. 

The plaintiff’s tenth exception is pointed to the submission of the 
fifth and ninth issues, directed to the question whether Robertson was a 
purchaser for value without notice of the fraud of Dickerson. The ex- 
ception is based upon the contention that the issues are not raised by 
the answer. We construed the pleadings as raising the question, and di- 
rected the submission of the issues as stated. Possibly there is some 
confusion in respect to the real matters in controversy in this case, grow- 
ing out of the fact that the complaint is drawn upon the theory that the 
defendant Robertson, as partner of Watkins, Cottrell & Co., was per- 
sonally indebted to the plaintiff bank. The affidavit upon which the at- 
tachment was issued states that Robertson, being a non-resident, is in- 
debted and has property in this State. The attachment is levied upon 
the property assigned to him by J. E. Dickerson & Co., in the hands of 
J. EH. Rankin, receiver, and the shares of stock in said company, 
‘which belong to and are the property of the said W. 8. Robertson.” In: 
the first trial the Court directed the jury:to answer the issue that Rob- 
ertson was not, indebted to the bank, and rendered judgment accord- 

ingly, and this was, upon plaintiff’s appeal, affirmed by this Court. 
(524) 184 N.C., 582. Thereafter all parties, and the Court, treated the 

action as a bill to follow the property, upon the theory that Dick- 
erson had dealt with it in fraud of his creditors. The pleadings should, 
upon the decision of this Court, have been amended so as to present the 
real controversy. The parties, however, went to trial upon the pleadings, 
and it is too late now to raise the question that they do not present the 
questions upon the decision of which their rights depend, If necessary 
to do so, we would not hesitate to direct appropriate amendments made 
in this Court, 

Exceptions fourteen and seventeen are directed to the instruction that 
if the jury believed the evidence, they should find that all of the debts of 
the corporation had been paid. It is conceded that if his Honor’s ruling 
upon the third issue was correct, these exceptions cannot be sustained. 
The defendant Robertson expreasly undertook to, and says, without con- 
tradiction, that he did pay all of the debts of the corporation; and no 
one, other than plaintiff, which, as we have endeavored to show, is not a 
ereditor: is complaining. We do not perceive how the plaintift i is in a 
position to complain of the time the debts were paid. Exceptions sixteen, 
eighteen and nineteen point to the charge of his Honor on the fifth and 
ninth issues directed to the inquiry whether Robertson was a purchaser 
for value without notice of Dickerson’s fraudulent purpose in making the 
transfers, The plaintiff introduced Robertson’s deposition. He testified ' 
that neither he nor the firm of Watkins, Cottrell & Co. had any connec- 
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tion with or knowledge of the Hollingsworth or Jones notes until after 
the property was transferred to him. The evidence upon this question 
is clear and positive. In answer to direct questions, he says: “I never 
dreamed of that; was as much surprised to hear of them as anyone else. 
I.didn’t know anything in the world about them—never heard of them 
before suits were commenced.” This testimony was uncontra- 
dicted. It is claimed, however, that Robertson had notice of facts (525) 
sufficient to put him upon inquiry. We have carefully examined 
the testimony and are unable to find that he had knowledge of any facts 
in. the slightest degree indicating that Dickerson owed any debts, except 
to his firm. There is no controversy in respect to the validity or amount ~ 
of this indebtedness. As will be seen by reference to the statement of 
facts in the former appeal, 135 N. C., 566, two of the partners of Wat- 
kins; Cottrell & Co. died, and it became necessary to close up their busi- 
ness. Mr. Robertson, together with the executors, went to Asheville in 
May, and it was at that time that the first arrangement was made. The 
Bank of Asheville was then in business, and there is no suggestion that 
it was insolvent or at least that it was supposed to be so. Hearing that 
the bank had failed in September and that Dickerson was in trouble, 
Robertson again visited Asheville, and at that time the final assignment 
was made in payment of the debt. He swears that he did not at that time 
know that Dickerson was indebted to any one but himself. It was but 
natural that the failure of the bank, in which Dickerson was a director, — 
should have made it prudent: for Mr, Robertson to visit Asheville, but it 
was not, in our.opinion, any evidence that he was indebted to the bank, 
and as we have seen, he swears positively that he did not know and had 
no intimation of that fact. | 

Without undertaking to discuss the evidence in full upon that point, 
we refer to the statement of facts heretofore made. His Honor clearly 
charged the jury in regard to the burden of proof and the manner in 
which they were to consider Robertson’s testimony, introduced by the 
‘plaintiff. We find no error in the instruction given. To the suggestion 
that the transfer made to Robertson in September was an assignment for 
the benefit of creditors coming within the provisions of the Act: 
of 1893, ch. 453, it 1s sufficient to say that the real consideration (526) 
of the ao. nen was in payment of the debt due Robertson. The’ 
collateral agreement in regard to the disposition of the notes which they 
held and the agreement on the part of Robertson to pay the outstanding 
debts of the Dickerson Company does not, in our opinion, bring it within 
the operation of the statute. While there were other exceptions in the 
record, they are not noticed in the brief, and we take them to have been 
abandoned, Those which were in the brief fully presented the real mat- 
ters In controversy. -. 
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» Upon a careful consideration of the entire record we are of the opinion 
that his Honor’s instructions were correct and that his judgment is in ac- 
‘cordance with the former opinion of this Court. There is 7 

No Error. | | , 

Hors, J., dissenting: I think the record and case on appeal show 

that there was evidence for the consideration of the jury of facts and 
circumstances which should have put the defendant Robertson on in- 
quiry, and which would have led to knowledge of the fraud established 
by the verdict against Dickerson and Dickerson & Co.; and the jury 
should have been allowed to determine the question of the bona fides of 
Robertson’s purchase 1 in that aspect of the testimony. 

In my opinion, therefore, there was error on the part.of the frit Judge 
in charging the jury that if they believed the evidence they would answer 
the issue, addressed to that question, in favor of the defendant. As there 
is no question of law or legal inference seriously involved, however, I do 
not consider it necessary or desirable to discuss the case more at length. 





(527) 
LEDFORD v. EMERSON. 


(Filed 22 December, 1906). 


Imprisonment for Debt—Fraud—Ezecution Against Person—Constitutional 
Law—Habeas Corpus—Supplementary Proceedings—Similar Proceedings 
Pending—Surrender by Sureties. 


1. Where. the plaintiff alleged that the defendant collected the proceeds 

| of the sale of certain options,:in which they were equal partners, 
and -that his share of the net profits amounted to $4,400, and he 
further alleged that the defendant had been guilty of fraudulent 
conduct, and.the plaintiff took judgment for the amount due as his 
share of the profits upon an issue which found that the defendant 
was “indebted” to him in that amount “by reason of the matters 
alleged in the complaint,” an execution against the person should 
not have been issued upon the judgment, in the absence of any 
special finding of fraud by the jury. 

2, Under Art. I, sec. 16, of the Constitution, which .provides that “there 
shall be no imprisonment for debt in this State, except in cases of 
fraud,” there can be no imprisonment to enforce the payment of a 
debt under fina] process, unless it has been found upon an allega- 
tion duly made in the complaint and a corresponding issue sub- 
mitted to a jury that there has been fraud, and a judgment has been 

~ entered in conformity therewith. 

3 Where the defendant was not originally liable to arrest and had been 
discharged upon habeas corpus, 7 cannot be held upon a surrender 
by his sureties. 

4. Where the defendant was ordered to appear before the Clerk to be exam- 
ined in a supplementary proceeding, when the Clerk was properly in- 

- formed‘that a similar proceeding was then pending before the Judge, he 
should have refused to proceed, and failing so to do, the Judge had 
the poner to order that he desist from further action. 
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_ Action by John Pp, Ledford against: A. S. Emerson, penenie:3 in | 
Cason 
This is a petition for a habeas corpus by the inten, in - 
which he asks to be discharged from an arrest made by the (528) 
Sheriff under an execution against his person issued in the above- 7 
entitled case, heard by W. &. Allen, J., at chambers, on 6 August, 
1906, and he was discharged. 3 

It is alleged that the parties were eels partners in a transaction by 
which in 1900 and 1901 they secured options for the purchase of certain 
land situated in the State of Georgia, which defendant took in his own 
name for their joint use and benefit and which were renewed from time 
to time. The defendant sold the options for $10,000 in 1903, concealed 
the real amount of the proceeds of the sale and paid the plaintiff only 
$250, falsely stating to him at the time that the said sum represented his 


share of the proceeds, and upon the faith of that statement the plaintiff 


accepted the $250 and gave his receipt fer the same in full satisfaction 
of his share. A much larger amount was due, and this action was 
brought to recover the balance. The plaintiff filed an affidavit alleging 
the above facts, and obtained an order of arrest under which the defend- 
ant was taken in custody. He moved to vacate the order, and his motion 
was allowed by Neal, J., 28 October, 1905.. An appeal was taken to this 
Court by the plaintiff, and at Fall Perr: 1905, the ruling was reversed . 
and the case remandéd, 140 N. C., at page 288, to which we refer for 
greater certainty. ‘The case was before us on a prior appeal, 138 N. C., 
502, and again before us at the last term, 141 N. C., 596, but not upon. 
' matters specially germane to the questions now involved. 

The issue submitted to the jury and the answer thereto were as fol- 
lows: “In what amount, if any, is the defendant indebted to the plain- 
tiff by reason of the matters alleged in the complaint? Ans.: $4,225, 
with interest from 1 May, 1903.” The Court adjudged simply that the 
plaintiff recover of the defendant the said sum and his costs, to be taxed | 
by the Clerk. The execution on this judgment against the prop- 

erty of the defendant having been returned unsatisfied, the Clerk, (529) 
without any order from the Court, issued an execution against the 
person of the defendant under which he was arrested and afterwards 
discharged by Judge Allen as above stated. From the order discharging 
him, the plaintiff appealed. 7 


EH. £B, Norvell, Busbee & Busbee, and Avley & Aaley for the plaintiff. 
Thomas A. Jones, peu eene & Bell, J.C. Martin and Ben Posey for the 
defendant. 


Warxnr, J., after stating the case: The plaintiff alleges that the de- 
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fendant collected the proceeds of the sale of the options, which amounted 
to $10,000, and that his share was one-half or $5,000, from which was to 
be deducted the sum of $600 due by the plaintiff on the settlement, leav- 
ing $4,400 the clear balance coming to the plaintiff as his share of the 
profits. So far the complaint shows only an indebtedness by the defend- 
ant to the plaintiff arising out of contract. But he further alleges that 
while he consented that the options might be taken in the defendant’s - 
name, upon the assurance of the latter that it would facilitate the sale of 
the land and would not affect the stipulation as to the equal division of 
the profits, yet he now believes that all this was done with the intent to 
cheat and defraud him, and that the sale of the options by the defend- 
ant without the knowledge of the plaintiff and without disclosing the 
fact to him was made with a like intent, and further that the false repre- 
sentation by which he procured the receipt for $250 was also fraudulent 
and made in furtherance of the original and continuing intent to deprive 
the plaintiff of his just and equitable share of the profits, the plaintiff 
being at the time the defendant got the receipt an illiterate man. The 
plaintiff took a judgment for the amount due him as his share of 
(530) the profits and interest from 1 May, 1903, the time they were re- 
- ceived by the defendant, upon an issue which finds that the de- 
fendant is “indebted” to him in that amount, “by reason of the matters 
alleged in the complaint.” | 
We have already held (140 N. C., 288) that the defendant could be 
arrested under an ancillary order and committed unless he should give 
an undertaking conditioned, as provided by the statute, to render himself 
amenable to the process of the Court during the pendency of the action ” 
and to such as may be issued to enforce the judgment. But this is quite 
a different thing from imprisoning him under final process until he pays 
the debt or otherwise discharges himself from custody. The only pro- 
visions of the law relating to arrest and bail which can have any possible » 
bearing on this case are substantially as follows: A defendant may be 
arrested where, as factor, agent, broker or fiduciary, he receives money or 
property and embezzles or fraudulently misapplies it, or where he is 
guilty of fraud in contracting the debt or incurring the obligation for 
which he has been sued, or when the action is brought to recover damages 
for fraud or deceit. Revisal, sec. 727. It is provided that an execution 
against the person of the judgment debtor shall not be issued, unless an 
order of arrest has been served, as pravided by law, or unless the com- — 
plaint contains a statement of facts showing one or more of the causes 
of arrest enumerated in the statute, “whether such statement of facts be 
necessary to the cause of action or not.” Revisal, sec. 625. 
The Constitution provides that “there shall be no imprisonment for 
debt in this State, except in cases of fraud.” Art. I, sec. 16. This, we 
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think, clearly means that there shall at least be no imprisonment to en- 
force the payment of a debt under final process, unless it has been ad- 
judged, upon an allegation duly made in the complaint and a correspond- 
ing issue found by a jury, that there has been fraud. Whether 
the fraud to which that section refers is one that is committed in (531) 
contracting the debt, or extends to one that is collateral to 1t, such 
as the fraudulent concealment or disposition of property to evade the 
payment of the debt, is a question we need not now consider, though dis- © 
cussed by counsel. Whatever may be the nature of the fraud, it must | 
be alleged and proved as any other issuable fact, and it is safer and bet- 
ter that when it is found by the jury to exist, it should be recited in the 
judgment, with a proper order or direction as to the issuing of executions 
to enforce it. The defendant is entitled in any event to have a finding by 
the jury upon this important allegation, before there can be any judg- 
ment that will warrant the issuing of an execution against his person. 
In regard to this question, we adopt the view taken by the Court in 
Davis v. Robinson, 10 California, 411, where Field, J. (since a Justice 
of the United States Supreme Court), said: “There is no doubt as to the 
correctness of the position that the execution must be warranted by the 
judgment. It rests upon and must follow the judgment; if it exceeds the 
judgment, it has no validity. To authorize, therefore, an arrest on execu-- 
tion, the fraud must be stated in the judgment, for the writ issues, in the 
language of the statute, in the ‘enforcement’ of the ‘judgment.’ Nor do 
we entertain any doubt that the question of fraud must be submitted to 
the jury, except so far as may be necessary to authorize the arrest pend- 
ing the action. To justify execution against the person; which may be 
followed by imprisonment, an issue must be framed, and be determined 
like issues of fact raised upon the pleadings. Fraud is an offense involv- 
ing moral turpitude, and is followed by imprisonment not merely as a 
means of enforcing payment, but also as a punishment, and it would in- 
deed: be strange if on a mere question of indebtedness the right to a trial - 
by jury should be held sacred and inviolate, and yet such trial be . 
denied upon a question involving a possible loss of character and (532) 
liberty. We should hesitate long before we held that this latter 
question could be tried upon affidavits where the accuser is also a wit- 
ness, where the affidavits are not present, and no cross-examination of 
witnesses is allowed. We are aware of decisions in other States holding 
a different view, but we do not find sufficient reasons advanced in them 
to induce us to deny what we cannot but regard as the clear right of the 


party aceused.” And again: “The arrest upon affidavit is only intended — 


to secure the presence of the defendant until final judgment; and in 
order to detain and imprison his person afterwards, the fraud must be 
alleged in the complaint, be eee upon by the jury, and be stated in 
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the judgment.” It is also said: “By requiring the charges to be stated 
in the complaint the rights of the defendant will be fully guarded. He 
can then meet the charges, and have a fair opportunity of defending him- 
self by a trial before a jury.’ There was no appropriate issue submitted 
in this case upon the alleged fraudulent conduct of.the defendant, and 
we cannot hold that the general i issue submitted embraced the matters re- | 
lating to it. As soon as the money was paid by the purchaser of the : 
options to the defendant, he immediately became indebted to the plaintiff 
for the amount of his share, and his subsequent conduct did not.add one 
penny to that indebtedness, nor did it in law increase, in the slightest 
degree, the obligation to pay 1t. The debt has continued the same to this 
time, notwithstanding any of the alleged dishonest acts and practices of 
- the Te dane So that when the jury found that he was indebted to the - 
plaintiff “by reason of the matters alleged in the complaint,” they re- 
ferred, or at least must be presumed to have referred, of course, to those 
matters only which were necessary to constitute a cause of action for the 
recovery of the debt, and they were the transactions between the parties - 
| prior to the payment of the money to and the receipt of the money 
(533) by the defendant for the plaintiff’s use. This was fully sufficient 
to raise the impled promise to pay to the plaintiff his part of the 
proceeds, if there was not already an express one to do so. The allega- 
tions of fraud were therefore extrinsic to the cause of action, and it 
should not be supposed that the jury, under an issue so framed, passed — 
upon the alleged fraud; and they not having made any special finding of 
fraud, a personal Sxocation should not have issued ypon the judgment. 
Claflin v. Underwood, 75 N..C., 485; Preiss v. Cohen, 117 N. C., 54. — 
There should be a separate and distinet issue submitted to the jury as 
to any fraud alleged, unless the cause of action is of such a nature that 
the questions of debt and fraud can be tried in one issue, so as to have a 
clear and intelligible finding as to each of them. Such a case will rarely, 
if ever, be presented, but we do not at the present undertake to say that 
an issue in that form would not be proper. It is better practice, though, 
to have the fraud found as‘a fact, under an issue by itself, or separate 
from that as to the debt. We think’ the dictum in Peebles v. Foote, 88 
N. C., 102, that if there is an allegation of fraud in the complaint and a 
- judgment for the debt, it will authorize an execution against the person 
if the complaint is duly verified, without any finding of fraud, and judg- 
ment thereon, was virtually disapproved in Stewart v. Bryan, 121 N.C., 
at p. 50, where Furches, J., for the Court, says: “It will not do to carry 
the doctrine of Peebles v. Foote under section 447 of The Code, as 
amended by the Act of 1891, to the extent contended for in the argu- 
ment of plaintiffi—that, because there is an allegation in the complaint, | 
this fact entitles the plaintiff to an execution against the body of the 
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defendant, whether the’ plaintiff recovered a judgment against the de- 
fendant or not. To sustain this position would be in effect to nullify 
the Constitution.” That case seems to sustain the view we have taken 
herein, that the Constitution requires that there shall be no im- 
prisonment for the enforcement of a debt, unless where the fraud (534) 
has been adjudged upon an issue properly submitted to the jury. 
It was there held that a mere allegation of fraud, ina verified complaint, 
was not sufficient, where the judgment was simply for a debt. The cases 
cited by the plaintif’s counsel are not in point. Kinney v. Laughenour, 
97 N. C., 325, did not involve a question of fraud, but a different cause 
of action, fae which an arrest could be made, ‘An order of arrest had 

been. eed before judgment, and the jury found the necessary facts to 
authorize an execution against the person to issue upon the judgment. 
Pasour v. Lineberger, 90 N. C., 159, and Wingo v. Hooper, 98 N. C., 
482, merely decide that, at that time, the defendant was not entitled to 
a jury trial upon the questions of fact raised by the affidavits upon 
which the orders of arrest issued, and that the denial of a motion to va- 
cate, if not reversed, is res judicata. 

~The constitutional right of trial by jury shields the defendant from 
arrest under an execution against his person unless, in actions of debt, 
an issue of fraud has been found against him and a ‘udgment entered in 
conformity therewith. We so hold, and must refuse to follow Patton v. 
Gash, 99 N. C., 280, if in conflict with our views, or any expressions to 
the contrary, if there are such, in prior cases. lf this right of trial by 
jury exists where his property, however small its value may be, is in-_ 
volved, with much greater reason is it guaranteed where the liberty of the 
citizen is imperiled. The provision of the Revisal, sec. 735, does not 
bear on the case, as it applies only to an issue, so called, which is raised 
by a denial of the facts stated in the affidavit, upon which the order of | 
arrest is based’ and which is ancillary to the principal cause of action. | 
Tn such a case the defendant may demand a jury trial, but where an is- 
sue of fraud is raised by the pleadings, the plaintiff must take the burden 
and he must establish the fact of fraud before he can be entitled _ 
to an execution against the person of the defendant. (535) 

We conclude this branch of the case with the language of. 
Pearson, C. J., in Claflin v. Underwood, 75 N. C., 486: “We coneur 
with his Honor in the conclusion that the defendant. could not lawfully 
. be arrested and imprisoned under a writ of capias ad satisfaciendum, for 
the reason that the issue of fraud had not been tried, By the Constitu- 
tion no person can be imprisoned for debt except in cases of fraud. No 
case of fraud had been proved against the petitioner.” We also refer to 
Merritt v. Wilcox, 52 Cal., 238, and Payne v. Elliott, 54 Cal., 339, where 
the subject is discussed and the conclusion we have reached is fully vin- 
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As our opinion is against the plaintiff in this appeal, it is not impera- 
tive that we should decide the question, whether an appeal is the proper 
remedy for the review of the Judgé’s decision upon the habeas corpus or 
whether the matter should have been brought before us by a certiworart. 
The question was not much pressed upon our attention, and we advert to 
it merely for the purpose of suggesting that a careful amendment of the 
statute relating to. proceedings in habeas corpus with a view of affording 
a speedy and effective method of. reviewing such proceedings in this 
Court would tend often to promote justice by- simplifying the remedy 
and facilitating its use. It should, of course; be done cautiously so as not 
to defeat the object of the law in other respects, or to delay its adminis- 
tration in the courts. For the purpose of reaching the merits of the 
ease and deciding upon them, we may at least treat this proceeding as in 
the nature of a motion in the cause to recall the execution and to dis- 
charge the defendant, the denial of which motion would be reviewable 
by appeal. Such a motion was made and entertained in Houston v. 
Walsh, 79 N. C., 36, and the procedure recommended as an appropriate 

one. The plaintiff surely has no reason to object to this view be- 
co38) ing taken of the matter, as it is done for his benefit and so that 
he may be heard, if his appeal was improper. 

It would seem that habeas corpus will lie where it appears from the 
judgment roll that the Court had no jurisdiction to issue an execution 
against the person. 17 Cyc., 1520; 21 Cyc., 324; Claflin v. Underwood, 
75 N. C., 485; Houston v. Walsh, 79 N. C., at p. 41. The statute for- 
bids the use of the writ only where the person applying for it has been 
committed or is detained by virtue of the final order, judgment or decree 
of a competent tribunal of civil or criminal jurisdiction, or of an execu- 
tion issued thereon. Revisal, sec. 1822. We see, therefore, that it must 
be a competent court and it must have had jurisdiction to proceed against 

the person committed. : 7 
This disposes of the pene appeal in this case adversely to his con- 
tention. | 

No Error. 

PLAINTIFF'S APPEAL. | : 

Waxker, J. After the defendant had been aiaeis upon habeas 
corpus by Judge Allen, his sureties surrendered him and he sued out 
‘ another writ before the same Judge and was again discharged. It may 
be doubtful if the sureties could surrender their principal after he had - 
once been discharged upon the ground that he was not amenable to arrest 
and imprisonment under an execution issued against him in the same 
- cause. But however this may be, our ruling in the other appeal is de- 
cisive of this one. If the defendant was not originally lable to arrest, 
he surely cannot be held even upon a surrender of him by his sureties. 
No Error. 404 
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Waker, J. The defendant was ordered to appear before the Clerk 
-and be ne in a supplementary proceeding. He moved to dismiss 
the proceeding, as another of a like kind and instituted for the 

same purpose before the Judge was then pending on appeal to this (537) 
Court. The Clerk refused to dismiss, and the defendant excepted 

and prayed an appeal, which was also refused. »He then obtained an 
order from Judge Allen to the Clerk requiring him to certify the record 
to the Superior Court in order that the matter might be reviewed by him 
as upon appeal, and to stay all action until it could be heard. The record 
was accordingly certified and the case came on to be heard by Judge . 
Allen, who was of the opinion that the plea of former proceeding for the 
same cause pending and undetermined was a valid objection to the ex- 
amination of the defendant, as full relief could be had in that proceeding. 

The Judge held that the raling of the Clerk was erroneous, and ordered 
that the proceeding be dismissed. The plaintiff excepted, and appealed 
to this Court. We do not understand why this decision was not correct. 

If it was not, then it follows that the defendant might be vexed by any 
number of pick ses of the same kind, when one would fully and com- 
pletely answer the purpose of the plaintiff. This is not a question as to 
the competency of testimony or the qualification of a witness, but it in- 
volves the right of the Clerk to proceed at all, under the circumstances. 
The cases relied on by the plaintiff’s counsel are not in point. In Bruce 
v. Crabtree, 116 N. C., 528, which is more like this case than any other 
cited, the appeal was taken not by the defendant Crabtree, but by the 
witness Hartsfield, who had no interest in the cause. It is true the 
Judge who delivered the opinion said that the order of the Clerk was 
interlocutory and not appealable, it not being like a final judgment, 
citing Clement v. Foster, 99 N. C., 255, which it will be found does not 
sustain the view expressed by him. There the plaintiff moved for. judg- 
ment upon the answer, which he alleged was insufficient. The motion 
_ was refused, and he appealed. It was properly held that the appeal was 
premature, because he should have noted his exception and ap- 

_ pealed from the final judgment in the case. But there is no final (538) 

judgment. in tltis proceeding, and no stage of it at which an appeal 

can be taken, in order to preserve and protect the defendant’s rights, un- 
less it is that at which this appeal was taken. When the Clerk was 
properly informed that a similar proceeding was then pending before 
the Judge, he should have refused to proceed, and failing so to do, the 
Judge had the power to order that he desist from further action. it ‘the 
course suggested by the plaintiff should be pursued, great wrong and op- 
pression might result to the defendant. The other cases cited are equally 
inapplicable. This case is governed by Bank v. Burns, 107 N. C., 465, 
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in which an appeal was held to lie to the Judge under circumstances 
similar to those which appear in this case, and both cases are distinguish- © 
able from Turner v. Holden, 109 N. C., 182, as in that case there was a 
defect in the process which could be remedied easily by amendment, — 
while in this case and in that of Bank v. Burns, “the objection affects 
the very existence of the proceedings,” as said by Merrumon, C. J., in the 
latter case. We think Judge Allen proceeded regularly, and his ruling 
meets with our concurrence. It is unnecessary to notice the defendant’s 
second ground of objection to the proceeding which he assigned before 
the «Clerk and afterwards before the Judge. 


No Error, DEFENDANT'S APPEAL. 


Warxer,.J. When Judge Allen dismissed the proceeding then pend- 
_ ing before’ thé Clerk, he required the defendant to give an undertaking in 
the sum of $1,000 to appear at a time designated, for the purpose of be- 
ing examined, should his order dismissing the proceeding be reversed, the 
said undertaking to take the place of the one on file, which was ordered 
to be canceled. If there was danger of the defendant leaving the State, 

and it appeared that he had property which he had unjustly re- 
(539) fused to apply to the satisfaction of the judgment, the Judge had 

the power to require him to give security for his appearance, and 
this is all he did. Revisal, sec. 671. What effect our decision in the 
plaintiff’ s appeal from the order dismissing the supplementary proceed- 
ing will have: upon the undertaking, as security to the plaintiff, we need 
not now determine. 


No Error. 


Cited: Copeland v. Fowler, 151 N. C., 356; S. o. Webb, 155 N. C., 
430; Howie v. Spittile, 156 N. C., 182; 8. a Dini 159 N. C., 472; Tur- 
lington ». Aman, 163 N. C., 550: | Michael v. Leach, 166 N. C. 998, 





HILL v. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 22 December, 1906.) 


Corporations—Stock holders—Meetings—Notice—Irre gularities—Resolutions— 
Ratification—Waiver—Laches—Presumptions—Ratlroads—Leqses — Time 
*—Covenants—Breach—Forfeiture—Stare Decisis—Ultra Vires Acts. 


1. It is essential to the validity of the acts of the stockholders of a corporation : 
that they should be assembled in their representative capacity, as they 
are not permitted to discharge any of their duties unless thus organized 
into a deliberative meeting, though they may all have severally and 
-individually given their consent to any proposed corporate action. 

2. Notice to each of the members of a corporation of the time and place of 
holding a meeting of the stockholders is absolutely essential to its 
validity, unless the stockholders are present in person or by proxy, or | 
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unless the time and place are definitely fixed by the statute or by 
the charter or by usage. 


( 

_ 8. Where a railroad company resolved to lease its road at a special ieetine 
of the stockholders, of which one of the stockholders had no notice, 
but at a subsequent annual or stated meeting a resolution was intro- 
duced, at his instance, instructing the proper officers to take legal 
action to set aside the lease and recover the property, and such resolu- 
tion was defeated: Held, that this was a ratification of the lease 

so far as any irregularity in calling or the manner of holding (540) 
or conducting the former meeting is concerned. | 


4, In the absence of proof to the contrary, it will be assumed that an annual 
or stated meeting of the stockholders of a corporation was held in 
accordance with the requirements of the charter. 


5. Where, after a lease of the property of a railroad company had been author- 
ized at a special meeting, of which the plaintiff had no notice, a regular 
annual meeting was duly held, of which the plaintiff had due notice 
and at which the president reported the material facts relating to the 
lease, and his report was received and adopted, this was a distinct 
approval of the lease by the clearest implication and without objection. 


6. Where a stockholder of a corporation, with knowledge of the execution of 
the lease of all its property, maintained silence and inaction for more 
than a year, during which time the lessee had expended large sums 
of money in execution of his part of the contract and extensive dealings 
in the stock have taken place, this was a waiver of any right which 
he originally had to object to irregularities in the execution of the 
lease. 

7. Where a resolution authorizing the lease of corporate property ouea 

the deposit of the sum of $100,000, or United States bonds, or bonds of 
the State of North Carolina, or other marketable securities acceptable 
to the directorg and having a market value of.not less than said sum, 
as security for the payment of the rentals, etc., while the lease itself- 
- provides that there shall be a deposit of $100,000 in United States bonds, 
or bonds of the State of North Carolina, or other marketable securities, 
ete.: Held, that the provision as contained in the resolution means that 
the lessee shall deposit either $100,000 in money, bonds or other mar- 
ketable securities having a current value of not less than that sum, and 
not that the deposit should consist of bonds or securities having a par 
value of $100,000, and the substitution of the word ‘‘in” for the word | 
“or,” which was in the resolution, was merely accidental. 


8, Where a resolution for the lease of. corporate property provided for the 
deposit of securities for the payment of rentals with the State Treas- 
urer, but the deposit was made with a trust company as authorized 
by the terms of the lease, and the change was called to the attention 
of the stockholders by the president at an annual meeting held a few 
months after a resolution had been passed directing a full inquiry 
to be made by a committee into the matter of the deposit, and par- 
ticularly as to when'‘and where it had been made, after which no 
further objection was made as to the deposit: Heid, that the stock- 
holders are presumed to have had knowledge of the contents of the 
lease, and any objection to the lease because the deposit was not 
made with the State Treasurer, or because it was not sufficient (541) 
in amount, was waived. | 

9. Where a lease of railroad property provided that the “lessee doth covenant 
with the lessor that it will not within any time during the continuance 
of said term fix or establish a rate or local freight at a higher average 
rate than the average tariff rate for local freight as established by the 
lessor at the time of the execution of the lease,” but no clause of for- 
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feiture was annexed: Held, that the failure to comply with the cove-. 
nant does not work a forfeiture of the lease, but simply gives to the 
lessor a cause of action on the covenant for its breach. 

10. Where the term of a lease of property of a railroad company: extends 

peyond the time fixed by its charter for the corporate existence of . 
the lessor, such a lease is valid for the period of the corporate life of 
the lessor, and. will extend beyond that period if the charter is renewed, 
and the lessor’s corporate existence is thereby extended, and by this 
process it may endure for the full term. 

11. The charter of the defendant company conferring the right to. transport 
passengers and freight, and giving the power to “farm out” the right 
of transportation, authorizes the company, by the former decisions 
of this Court, to execute a valid lease of its property and franchises to 
another railroad company. 

12. The doctrine of stare decisis is applicable to this. case and means that 
this Court should adhere to decided cases and settled principles, and 
not disturb matters which have been established by judicial determi- 
nation. 


13. A former adjudication of this Court in construing a statute or the 6rganic 

~- law should stand when it has been recognized for years; and in such 

a case the principle settled or the meaning given to the statute becomes 

a rule for guidance in making contracts, and also a rule of property, 

and it should not be disturbed even though the conclusion reached 

may not be satisfactory to the Court at the time the same matter is 
again presented. 


14. After a statute has been settled by judicial construction, the construction 
becomes, so far as contract rights acquired under it are concerned, 
as much a part of the statute as the text itself. 


15. Where an alleged illegal transaction has been fully consummated and 
large expenditures have been made, the benefit of which have been 

. received by the corporation and an ‘objecting stockholder, and the 
rights of third parties have intervened, so that the status quo cannot 
be restored, and the cancellation of the contract upon the ground of 
its being ultra vires would defeat justice or work a legal wrong, a court 
of equity will interfere, if at all, only at the instance of the State. 


CiaARK, C. J., dissenting. 


Action by W. F. Hill and others against the Atlantic and. 
(542) North Carolina Railroad Company and another, heard by Long, 
J., at the February Term, 1906, of Craven. 

This suit was brought by the plaintiffs to annul the lease of the At- | 
lantic and North Carolina Railroad Company to the Howland Im- 
provement Company, now the Atlantic and North Carolina Company, 
one of the defendants. The action was commenced in the name of W. F. 
Hill in behalf of himself and all other stockholders of the Atlantic and 
North Carolina Railroad Company. C. E. Foy and the Board of Com- 
missioners of Craven County afterwards came in and by leave of the 
Court were associated with W. F. Hill as piainiine: The lease was at- 

tacked upon the following grounds: 
First. The meeting of the stockholders called by the then president of 
the company, and at which the resolution was passed which authorized 
the execution of the lease, was irregularly called, dué notice of the meet- 
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ing not having been given-as required by the charter and the meeting not 
having been held at the place designated in the call. The facts relating 
to this objection are as follows: The by-laws of the company provide 
that the president shall have the power to call occasional meetings of the 
stockholders at such time and place as he may think proper, first giving 
twenty days’ notice thereof in two or more newspapers published in New 
Bern. The president issued a eall for an occasional or special meeting — 
of stockholders to be held in New Bern on the first day of September, 
1904, for the purpose of considering a proposition to lease the property 
and so forth of the company. The notice of or call for said meeting was 
published in but one newspaper, the New Bern Journal, it being at that 
time the only one published in said city. No personal notice of the meet- 
ing was ever given to any of the plaintiffs. Some of the stock- . | 
holders assembled in New Bern at the time appointed in the no- (543) 
tice and organized by electing a chairman and secretary. A re 

‘port was made by the proxy committee through its chairman, Henry R. 
Bryan, and the meeting was then adjourned to reassemble at Morehead 
City the same day at 3 o’clock P. M. The stockholders accordingly re- 
assembled at Morehead City and passed the resolution directing the lease 
to be executed. The plaintiff W. F. Hill was not represented at said 
meeting, either in person or by proxy. He was at the time the owner of 
one share of the stock of the conipany. The Board of Commissioners of | 
Craven was represented and voted the stock owned by the county in ~ 
favor of the resolution authorizing the lease to be made. C. E. Foy was 
present and formally protested against making the lease, and his pro- 
test was entered on the minutes. The lease was not read to the stock- 
bolders. The by-laws further provided that “No contract for the assign- 
ment, sale-or transfer of any corporate right, franchise or privilege of 
the company shall be made till the question of sale or transfer shall have © 
been submitted to a vote of the stockholders and such sale or transfer ap- 
proved by a majority of private stockholders in the State.” . At the regu- 
lar annual meeting of the stockholders of the Atlantic and North Caro- 
lina Railroad Company held on 20 September, 1905, a resolution was in- 
troduced at the instance of W. F. Hill, one of the plaintiffs, instructing 
the president and directors of the lessor company to institute an action 
against the Atlantic and North Carolina Company, the lessee company, 
to cancel the lease made originally to the Howland Improvement Com- 
pany and to recover possession of all the property, rights and franchises 
therein described. This resolution, on motion, was laid upon the table. 
‘The same resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the directors 
on 28 September, 1905, at the request of W. F. Hill, and was also laid 
upon the table. There was a regular annual meeting of the stock- 

holders of the lesser company on 22 September, 1904, which was (544) 
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held as provided by the company’s charter, and of which all the 
plaintiffs had due notice. The plaintiffs, other than W. F. Hill, were 
represented at the meeting and participated in the proceedings. No steps 
were taken: by any one to set aside the lease, which had then been made, 
nor was its validity questioned in any way. The president of the com- 
pany, James A. Bryan, submitted his annual report and in it referred to 
the fact that the stockholders of the company, by a very large majority 
vote, had authorized a lease of its property and franchise to the How- 
land Improvement Company, “of which’R. S. Howland is the progres- 
sive and enterprising president,” and that an inventory of the property 
so leased was then being taken, and that Charles Dewey had been ap- 
- pointed to act with the expert of the lessee company to examine and re- 
port upon the condition and value of the road-bed, warehouses and other 
property of the lessor company, their report to form the basis of the 
‘agreement for the actual transfer of the property from the lessor to the. 
lessee. The president then proceeds to say: “In leasing your praperty 
to the Howland Improvement Company, while there was, and was to be 
expected, some opposition to it, the impression 1s becoming general that 
your act was a wise one, and will result in the near future in the develop- 
ing and upbuilding of the entire section along its line, a condition much 
needed and long hoped for, but until now having little prospect of reali- 
_zation.” The provisions of the lease relating to the rental are then set 
' forth, giving the increasing amounts for the successive periods during 
the entire term. No objection was made to the report, but, on. the con- 
trary, 16 was received and approved by the stockholders and. ordered to 
be recorded in the minutes. The lease provides as follows: “The said 
lessor for itself, its successors and assigns, does covenant and agree to 

and with the lessee, its successors and assigns, that the said lessor 
(545) and its stockholders and directors will not do anything or take 

any action as such stockholders and directors that may or can in- 
 terfere, in any way whatsoever, with the free use and operation and con- — 


venience of said railroad and other property so hired, let, farmed out 


and delivered to the said lessee according to the terms an intent of these 
presents.” , 

Second. The lessee has not made the deposit of bonds required to be ) 
made before the lease should become effective, and, therefore, nothing 
has passed to the lessee. The resolution adopted at the meeting of 1 
September, 1904, empowered the officers and directors to cause the lease 
to be executed and to look after the details of the transaction. The direct- 
ors afterwards formally ratified and approved the lease as submitted at 
the said meeting of the stockholders and by resolution directed the prop-. 
erty, rights and franchises of the lessor company to be turned over to the 
_ Howland Improvement Company upon the latter making the deposit re- 
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- quired by the lease and wns with the conditions precedent men- 
tioned in the lease. The provision of the lease in regard to the deposit 
is as follows. “To secure the prompt and faithful payment of said rents 
and sums as above stipulated to be paid, and of all taxes payable on the 
demised railroad and property as herein provided, and the faithful per- 
_ formance of the covenants entered into herein by the lessee as herein set | 
forth, the lessee does covenant to and with the lessor, its successors and 
| esi one: that it will deposit and keep on deposit with the Treasurer of the 
State of North Carolina, or any such bank or banks or other depository 
_as may be approved by the directors of the lessor from year to year, and 
all the time during the continuance of said lease, the sum of one hundred 
thousand dollars in United States bonds, or bonds of the State of North 
Carolina, or other marketable securities acceptable to the directors of the 
lessor; and having a market value of not less than.said sum.” At 
the meeting of 1 September, 1904, “the matter of permitting ‘the (546) 
Governor of the State to look atier the making of the deposit re- : 
quired of the lessee was informally discussed” and on 3 September, 1904, — 
the Governor deposited a certified check for $100,000 (which was fur- 
nished by R. S. Howland for the lessee) in the Bank of Wayne, and re- 
ceived a certificate of deposit therefor from said bank in his own name as 
Governor of the State.. On 6 September, 1904, the president of the At- 
lantic and North Carolina Railroad Company and the presidents re- 
spectively of the Howland Improvement Company and the Wachovia - 
Loan and Trust Company agreed that eighty of the North Carolina con- 
struction 6 per cent. coupon bonds, each of the denomination of $1,000, 
be deposited with the said Loan and Trust Company for the purposes set 
forth in the lease. The eighty bonds were purchased with money fu» 
nished by R. S. Howland, a part of which was the deposit in the Bank 
of. Wayne, the certificate of deposit which was transferred to the seller 
being considered as so much cash paid on the purchase-money. The 
_ bonds were deposited with the Loan and Trust Company on 13 Septem- 
ber, 1904, and were accepted by the latter upon the trust just stated, and 
are still held by said company. At. the time of the deposit and at the 
time of the trial of this case the said bonds were worth $105,600. Ata 
meeting of the directors of the lessor company held.11 July, 1905, an 
inquiry was directed to be made by the president, under the advice of the 
general counsel, into the matter of the deposit required by the lease, it be- 
ing $100,000. -At a meeting of the stockholders of the lessor company 
held. 28 September, 1905, the president, J. W. Grainger, read his report, 
which was adopted. In it the following statement was made in regard to 
the deposit: “For the faithful payment of all rents, taxes and other ob- 
ligations assumed by the Howland Improvement Company, lessees of 
your road, they are under contract in the lease to deposit a sum 
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(547) amounting to one hundred thousand dollars in United States 

bonds, or bonds of the State of North Carolina, or other securities 
acceptable to the directors of your company. This deposit has been 
made by the lessee in 6 per cent, coupon bonds of the State of North © 
Carolina, maturing 1 April, 1919, placed in the. Wachovia Loan and © 
Trust Company of Winston-Salem, N. C.” 

Third. That the lessee has violated: the contract on its part by in- 
creasing freight charges beyond what they were when the lease was ex- 
ecuted. The lease contains the following clause: “The lessee doth cove- 
nant to and -with the lessor, its successors and assigns, that it will not at 
any time during the continuance of said term fix or establish rates on 
freight, called local freight, at a higher average price or rate from sta- 
tion to station than the average rate for local freight tariff as lawfully 
fixed. and established by the lessor at the time of the execution of this. 
lease.”’ The lessee did increase the local tariff rates over what they were 
at the time the lease was made on divers articles mentioned in the case, 
such as green lumber, cotton, flour and coal, but on dried lumber and 
certain other articles named they have been decreased. 

Fourth. That the lessor company has no power to make the lease, and 
it is therefore void as being ultra vires. The facts which relate to this 
contention, and which appear in the case, may be thus stated: It is pro- 
vided by the lessor’s charter, sec. 17: ‘That the said company shall have 
the exclusive right of conveying or transporting persons, goods, merchan- 
dise and produce over the said railroad to be by them constructed, at 
such charges as may be fixed by a majority of the directors.” Sec. 18: 
“Be it further enacted, that the said company may, when they see 
proper, farm out the right of transportation over said railroad, subject 
to the rules above mentioned, and the said company and every person 

who may have received from them the right of transportation of 
(548) goods, wares and produce on said railroad, shall be deemed a 

common carrier as respects all goods, wares and merchandise en- 
trusted to them for transportation.” The company was incorporated on 
27 December, 1852, for the term of ninety-nine years. . The contract of 
lease is dated 1 September, 1904, and it is provided therein that the lease 
shall commence on that day and continue thereafter for the full term of 
ninety-one years and four months. It demises the franchise and all the — 
rights, privileges and property of the lessor, and the formal transfer of 
the same took place on 3 September, 1904. The capital stock of the 
lessee company is limited to one million dollars, to be divided into ten 
thousand shares of the par value of $100 each, and 1,765 shares of the 
par value of $176,500 had been issued when the lease was made. Since 
the execution of the lease, and prior to the commencement of this action, 
1,323 shares of the capital stock of the lessor company have been trans- 
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ferred on its stock book to new parties, and said transfers were based 
upon sales for value. Mr. Roberts, Mr. Joseph G. Brown, and Mr. Dun- 
can testified that the stock of the lessor company had sold before the lease 
was made at from 20 to 30 cents on the dollar, while since, it had sold 
as high as from 60 to 70; while Mr. C. E. Foy testified that before the 
date of the lease the stock had sold at 47 to 50 and after that date it had 
sold as low as 50; that he bought some in May, 1904, at 50, and that 
after that date it had sold as low as 50, and he had bought sonie at that 
price. Dr. Hughes testified that he had owyed some of the stock for two 
years before the date of the lease, and had offered to sell it at from 25. 
to 80, but had not sold it until two or three months before said date, 
when it brought 47. Myr. C. E. Foy stated that some of the stock sold 
just before or just after the McBee receivership at prices ranging from 
47 to 538% cents on the dollar. The statement of-all these wit- _ 
nesses were found to be correct, and are to be taken and considered (549) 
as facts in the case. It also appears that dividends have been 
declared by the lessor company and paid out of funds received from the 
lessee under the lease, the payment in 1906 having been made directly 
by the lessee company, and that all the plaintiffs and the other stock- 
holders, except the plaintiff W. F. Hull, received the dividends for the 
-years 1905 and 1906 paid to them respectively without any objection on 
account of the fact that they had been paid out of the rent or other funds 
received under the lease. The plaintiff Hill kept his dividend-check for — 
six weeks without objection. The lessee from 1 September, 1904, to the 
date of bringing this suit, has expended for betterments on the road and 
equipment between $100,000 and $200,000. | 

The plaintiff C. E. Foy testified that he suggested the bringing of this 
suit to the plaintiff Hill, and agreed to save him harmless. 

We have not set forth in detail the terms of the lease, as we do not con- 
sider it necessary to do so. It may properly be stated, though, that 
among other things not deemed material, it provides for the expenditure 
of $250,000 by the lessee within three years from the date of the lease 
for the permanent betterment of the road-bed, the equipment of the road. 
and the improvement of terminal faeilities; for the insurance of the 
property and its preservation in good condition; for the indemnification 
of the lessor against any loss or damage by reason of a violation by the 
lessee of any of its duties or obligations or by reason of any tort com- 
mitted by it for which the lessor in law could be held liable to the injured 
party; for the continued corporate existence of the lessor company; the 
expenses of maintaining it and of providing a proper inspection of the 
company’s property from time to time to be paid by the lessee, the 
amount, though, not to exceed the sum of $1,200. It is further provided 
that if the corporate life of the lessor is ended by the expiration of 
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(550) the term fixed by its charter, before the term of the lease will ex- 

pire, the lease shall in that case come to an end when the charter 
expires by its own limitation, but if it is prolonged, then the lease shall 
continue so long as the charter does, but not Devons the time fixed in the 
lease. 

At the trial below it was agreed by the parties that a jury seats be 
waived and the Judge should find the facts and state his conclusions of 
law thereon, and render judgment accordingly. 

We have made the foregoing statement of what we regard as the 
material facts from the findings as they appear in the record. The 
Judge concluded, as to the objection founded upon irregularities in call- 
ing and holding the corporate meetings, that all the parties concerned | 
had acted in good faith and that those defects, if they are such, had been ~ 
either waived or the lease ratified, so far as they are concerned, by the 
subsequent proceedings and transactions. As to the deposit of the bonds, ~ 
he ruled that there had been a substantial compliance with the stipula- 
_ tion in the lease and that the default, in this respect, if there had been 
any, had also been waived. The pbjection that there had been an 
increase in the charges for freight was not regarded by him as a cause 
for forfeiture, but rather, if well grounded, as entitling the lessor to an 
action on the covenant. The last reason urged by the plaintiffs, namely, 
that the lease is ultra vires, was rejected by him, as the question which 
it raises had been settled by former adjudications of this Court which, 
under the doctrine of stare decisis, should not be disturbed. 

The Court thereupon adjudged that the defendants go hence without 
day and recover of the plaintiffs their costs to be taxed, and the plain- 
tiffs appealed after having duly eee to we several rulings of the 
Court and to its final judgment, 


(551) W.W. Clark, 0. H. Guion, and L. I. Moore for the plaintiffs. 
A.D. Ward, Aycock & Daniels, R. D. Gilmer, P. M. Pearsall 
for the defendant. 
Busbee & Busbee for private stockholders. 


Waker, J., after stating the facts: The plaintiffs seek in this action 
to set aside the lease made by the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad 
Company to the Howland Improvement Company, which has been suc- 
ceeded by the Atlantic and North Carolina Company, which latter com- 
pany is now fully vested with all of its rights and interests. under the 
said Jease. It is asserted that the lease is void upon several grounds: 
1. Because the meeting of the railroad company, at which authority 
was given to execute the lease, was not called according to the provisions 
of its charter, in that the requisite notice of the time and place of hold- 
ing the meeting was not given and that the meeting was not held at the 
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place designated in the call. 2. That the lease has never taken effect, as 
the deposit of bonds provided for in the resolution of the stockholders | 
of the railroad company.has never been made, this being a condition | 
precedent, the performance of which was required by the express terms 
of the resolution before there could be any valid execution of the lease. 
8. The lessee has violated its contract by increasing the local charges — 
for the transportation of freight above the tariff rates existing at the 
time the lease, if valid, was executed. 4, That the railroad company had 
no authority, under its charter or the general law, to lease its franchise | 
and other property, and the proceedings by which it attempted to do so 
were ultra vires, and the lease is, therefore, null and void. | 
It is unquestionably true that no function of a corporation can legally 
be exercised except by and through its agents and representatives, either 
its directors when they are clothed with power for that purpose, or the 
stockholders who are the constituent members of the corporate 
body. It is, therefore, essential to the validity of their acts that (552) 
they should be assembled in their répresentative capacity, as they 
ute not permitted to discharge any of their duties unless thus organized 
-into.a deliberative meeting, though they may all have severally and in- 
dividually given their assent to any proposed corporate action. Duke v. 
Markham, 105 N. C., 181. This rule of law is in accordance with -a 
plain dictate of reason and justice. The corporation is entitled to the 
opinion and judgment of each of its members or of each of its directors 
or of its other governing body, upon any and all measures taken in the 
transaction of its business affairs, and for the same reason is each stock- 
holder, whose interests may be vitally affected, entitled to be present and 
tO a woosonablo héaring, and especially here anything is to be done 
likely to prejudice or impair his rights. This principle of the common 
law, expressed in one of its favorite maxims, is applicable not only to | 
judicial tribunals which pass in judgment upon individual rights, but 
to corporate bodies as well. Therefore has it always been conceded, as 
a just and indisputable rule in the law of corporations, that notice to 
each of the members of a corporation of the time and place of holding 
a meeting of the stockholders is absolutely essential to its validity, unless 
the stockholders are present in person or by proxy or unless the time 
and place are definitely fixed by statute or by the charter or, as it is 
said, by usage. Clark on Corporations, p. 464 (184); Morawetz on 
Priv. Corp. (2 Ed.), sec. 479. The majority can act for the corporation, 
of which they constitute a part, only at a meeting which has been regu- _ 
larly called, and the law permitting a majority thus to act and decide 
for the corporation against the will of the minority, when there is no 
restriction in the charter or the general law, presupposes that there has 
heen discussion and deliberation in which ali had the right and the 
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opportunity to participate. Failure, therefore, to notify even one 
(553) of the members, either personally or in the manner provided by 

the charter, is fatal to the proceedings and transactions of the 
meeting. Ibzd. = | 

We will. assume, for the purpose of deciding this case, that the publi- 
- eation of notice in one newspaper, there being only one then published 
in New Bern, was insufficient as a legal notice under the charter, and 
that Hill had no notice of the meeting; and if this is so, and 1t were all 
that appeared in this case, we should be compelled to hold that the meet- 
ing was not regularly held and its action in regard to the lease was void 
as to the protesting stockholder who was absent. But this is not all. 
No stockholder, who was not present, has complained of what was done 
at the meeting in New Bern and the adjourned meeting at Morehead, but 
the plaintiff Hill. Foy was there and the Board of Commissioners of 
Craven County was duly represented. The meeting at which it was 
resolved to make the lease was held on 1 September, 1904, first at’ New 
Bern, and then by adjournment at Morehead City in the afternoon of the 
same day. Hill was not present either in person or by representation. 
His co-plaintiffs were, and the stock-vote of the Commissioners of Craven 
County was cast in favor of the lease. It is true that Foy protested 
against making the lease and threatened to institute legal proceedings to 
annul it, but he was there and participated in the meeting, and this fact 
dispensed with notice to him. He and the Commissioners are theretore 
not in a position to complain of a want of notice. Thompson on Corp., 
secs. 712 and 6184; Clark Corp., p. 464. 

How is it with Hill? So far we have assumed that he was not bound 
by the proceedings; but'a subsequent annual or stated meeting of the 
corporation was held on 20 September, 1905. In the meantime no action 
had been taken by Foy in execution of his threat to sue, or to make good 
his protest against the action of the stockholders, although more than a 

year had elapsed since the lease had been executed. At the meet- 
(554) ing of 20 September, 1905, a resolution was introduced by Foy, at 

the instance of Hill (as the finding of the Judge and the evidence 
show), instructing the proper officers to take such legal action as was 
‘necessary to set aside the leasé and recover the company’s franchise and ~ 
other property from the lessee, and identically the same resolution was 
introduced, in the samne way, at the meeting of the directors, after the 
adjournment of the stockholders’ meeting on the same day. Both resolu- 
tions were, on motion, laid upon the table, or, in other words, defeated. 

The defendants contend that this was a waiver of any irregularity in 
calling the meeting of 1 September, 1904, or a ratification of what then 
was done in regard to the lease, so that any defect in the proceedings was 
cured and the lease fully validated im respect to the objection that there 
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was no notice of the first meeting, or that it was adjourned from New 
Bern to Morehead, if that was irregular; and so we think. Wells v. 
Gates, 18 Barbour, 558; Hotel Co. v. Marsh, 63 N. H., 230; Stokes v. 
Detrick, 75 Md., 256. 

_ The plaintiff’s counsel seems, in his brief, to concede that this would 
be true, provided it appeared affirmatively that at the annual meeting 
“the requisite majority had voted to table the resolution. 

Tt cannot well be argued that the refusal of the stockholders at that 
meeting to adopt the resolution of Hill, introduced by Foy, was not a 
distinct approval dnd affirmance by them of the action taken at the first 
meeting. Zabriskie v. R. R., 64 U. 8. (28 How.), 381. It is hardly 
necessary to discuss, or to cite cases for the purpose of sustaining, so plain - 
a proposition; but how stands the law with reference to the question pre- _ 
sented by the contention of counsel? An examination of the authorities 
discloses that there is little or no disagreement as to the presump- 
tion of regularity with respect to an annual or stated meeting. 

Ii is settled that in the absence of proof to the contrary, it will be (555) 
assumed that such a meeting was held in accordance. with the re- 

quirements of the charter. “If a stockholder’ meeting,” says Mr. Clark, 
“is irregularly called or conducted, the irregularity may generally be 
waived by the stockholders. They may ratify acts of the majority which 
' aye not binding because of irregularities, and thereby render them bind- 
ing. Every reasonable intendment is to be made in favor of the regu- 
larity of stockholders’ meetings, and the burden is upon one who claims 
that they were invalid to show the circumstances rendering them so. 
In the absence of evidence to the contrary, their legality will be pre 
sumed. ‘The maxim of law in such cases is, Omnia rite acta presumun- 
tur. Thus it has been held that, in the absence of evidence to the con- 
trary, it will be presumed that due notice was given to all stockholders. 
So it will be presumed that a quorum of members was present, unless 
the contrary clearly appears.” Clark on Corp., p. 471. This presumption 
is indulged as to an annual meeting held under the provisions of the char- | 
ter. With reference even to the case of a special meeting, where notice 
was required to be given, the very question we now have under considera- 
tlon was presented in the case of Insurance Co. v. Sortwell, 90 Mass. 
(8 Alen), 223, in which the Court says: “The other objection. to the 
legality of the meeting is, that a quorum of members of the company, ac- 
cording to the requisition of the by-laws, was not present at the time 
the act was accepted. It is true that the record does not show affirma- 
tively that fifteen members of the company were present at the meeting. 
‘Nor is it necessary that it should. The contrary does not appear. It is 
sufficient that the record shows that the meeting was duly called, and 
proper notice of it seasonably given. The law will assume, in the ab- 
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sence of evidence, that a proper number were present to transact the busi- 
ness for which the meeting was called. legality will not be pre- 
(556) sumed, but the contrary. The maxim of law in such eases is, 
‘Omnia rite acta presumuntur.” Sargent v. Webster, 13 Met., 
504.” See, also, Thompson on Corporations, sec. 3926, ef seq. 

The charter appoints the time for holding the general meetings (fourth — 
Thursday in September), and, as we understand, there is no point made 
because of any omission to give notice of the annual meeting held 28 
September, 1905. But even ini regard to that and to all other matters, 
the law presumes regularity and the performance of all conditions essen- 
tial to the validity of the proceedings, in the absence of any showing that 
there was a failure in some material respect to observe the directions of 
the charter. The unequivocal act of tabling the resolution of the plain- 
tiff Hill, we must hold to be a clear ratification of the lease binding upon 
the company and all of its stockholders, so far as any irregularity im 
the calling or manner of holding or conducting the former meeting is 
concerned. We have not yet referred to the fact that “a regular annual 
meeting was duly held as provided by the charter on 22 September, 1904, 
of which the plaintiffs had due notice” (Finding No. 28), and at which 
Mr. Bryan, the president of the company, reported the material facts re- 
lating to the lease. His report was received by the meeting, and adopted. 
(Finding No. 38.) This was a distinct and emphatic approval of the 
lease by the clearest implication, and without any objection from a 
single stockholder. Thompson on Corporations, sec. 3928; Zabriskie v. 
Rh. R., supra. | 

But we also think that the silence and inaction of the plaintiff Hill 
from 1 September, 1904, to 28 September, 1905, was a waiver of any 
right’ he originally had to object to eae aleeiiee of which he now com- 
plains. He has forfeited by his conduct any right he had in the be- 
ginning. 

Tt is a general rule of oe as well as of good morals and fair 

(557) dealing, that if.a party is silent when he should speak or supine 
when he should act, he will not afterwards be permitted to either 

speak when he should be silent or to act when he has failed to do so at the 
first proper and opportune moment. The acquiescence of one who might 
have taken advantage of an error obviates its effect, “Consensus tollat 
errorem.” Upon this maxim of the law depends the important doctrine 
of waiver, that is, the passing by of a thing. “Silence always implies 
consent,” says another cardinal maxim of the law. “Qui tacet consentire 
videtur.”. “Where, however,” as we are told by Mr. Broom, “an irregu- 
larity has been committed, and where the opposite party knows of the 
irregularity, it is a fixed rule, observed as well by courts of equity as of 
common law, that he should come in the first instance to avail himself of 
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it, and not allow the other party to proceed to incur expense. ‘It is not 
reasonable afterwards to allow the party to complain of that irregularity 
of which if he had availed himself in the first instance all that expense 
_would have been rendered unnecessary’; and, therefore, if a party, after 
any such irregularity has taken place, consents (expressly or impliedly) 
to a proceeding which, by insisting on the irregularity, he might have 
prevented, he waives all exceptions to the irregularity. This is a doc- 
trine long established and well known.” Broom’s Legal Maxims (8 
Ed.), p. 187. What he clearly means is that a party must not only 
threaten or declare his purpose to do a certain thing if his objection is 
ignored, but he must follow up his protest by appropriate action; other- 
wise, he will be deemed to have abandoned his original intention and to 
have condoned the imputed wrong. This rule, though applied usually to 
matters of pleading and procedure, is yet equally applicable to all cases 
where the question of laches is involved, and is generally favored in a 
court of equity. The doctrine is well stated in Thompson on Corpora- 
tions, sec. 4534, where it is substantially said that while a court 

of equity will interpose at the sult of a single stockholder to (558) 
enjoin acts done by the officers of a corporation irregularly or in 

excess of their powers, which are injurious to his rights, or acts ultra 
vires (Thompson on Corp., sec. 4520), yet if he has stood by until the 
transaction to which he objects has become executed, he will not after- 
wards be heard to complain and this is so although the party who may 
have dealt with the corporation in the particular case knew of the irregu- 
larity of the proceedings or the invalidity of the transaction. When the 
act is done in good faith for the benefit of the company, although not 
done as it should have been, the stockholder must dissent within a rea- 
sonable time or his assent will be presumed and he will be estopped from 
. gainsaying the validity of the transaction by his silence, when he ought 
to speak and act, 1¢ being such a neglect of duty that he 1s not entitled to 
the consideration of a court of justice; and especially is this -principle 
enforced when the objectionable act may be followed by a large expendi- 
ture of money, in which case the stockholder should not only enter his 
protest seasonably, but follow up the same by active and preventive 
means, for it is obviously against good conscience that one who has the 
power to prevent the alleged injurious proceeding should stand by and 
see work prosecuted and money expended that may result to his benefit, 
and afterwards raise his objection thereto. He may not thus wait unrea- 
sonably and pocket the gain of the venture if successful, and then, if so 
minded, fall back upon his protest as a saving of his legal remedy. Such 
a course of conduct is the full equivalent of bad faith, and the doors of 
the Court are shut against him because he cannot enter it, as he should, 
with clean hands and a clear conscience. His neglect to act, and not mere- 
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ly to speak, at the proper time, bars his right to remedial justice as effect- 
ually as his neglect to protest would have done. Watis’ Appeal, 78 Pa. 
St., 370. “The stockholder of a corporation who seeks to prevent — 
_ (559) the consummation of an illegal corporate act, or to avoid it, should 
be swift to make known his desires and assert his rights through 
the tribunals, appointed for that purpose.’ Thompson v. Lambert, 44 
Towa, 247. It is his duty to act, and with reasonable promptness. Zabris- 
hue v. BR. R., supra. Tf he has teerined from this obvious course of action 
until the matter is fully consummated or, as in this case, until the lease 
_ transaction has proceeded to completion, instead of invoking the restrain- 
ing power of the Court at the proper time, it would be exceedingly unjust 
to listen to his appeal when he has thus come too late and after costly 
improvements have been made, large sums expended in execution by the 
lessee of its part of the contract and extensive dealings in the stock of the 
company have taken place—all, perhaps, in reliance upon his long-con- 
tinued silence and inaction as evidence of his acquiescence in the existing 
situation and upon the reasonable supposition that his threat to sue was _ 
merely an idle one or that upon mature consideration he had changed 
his mind. Clegg v. Edmondson, 8 De Gex M. & G., 787; Ashurst’s | 
Appeal, 60 Pa. St., 290; &. BR. v. R. R., 3 De Gex M. & G., 341; B. G. 
Co. v. Lloyd, 18 Mess 514; . Rogers v. Oruger, 7 Johnson, 611; ; Bradley : v. 
Ballard, 55 I1., 413: Wood v. C. W. Co., 44 Fed. Rep. % 146: Stokes v. 
Detrick, supra; jecum v. Hllis, 8 N. Y., Supp., 866. The doctrine, 
therefore, is so firmly established as to be placed beyond the reach of 
cavil; and it is a very clear and salutary rule in the law of agency 
adopted for our guidance, that when the principal, with the knowledge of 
all the facts, acquiesces expressly or impliedly by his silence in the void- 
able acts of his agent, done under an assumed authority or in disregard 
of prescribed methods, he cannot be heard afterwards to impeach them, 
under the pretense that they were done without authority, or even con-— 
trary to instructions. Bank v. Reed, 1 W. & So., 101. This is 
(560) tantamount either to a waiver or ratification, and j is based upon 
the idea of laches. 

The maxim of the law, that every eeneation relates back and is_| 
equivalent to a prior command (Omnis ratihabitio retrotrahitur et man- 
dato priori equiparatur), is as much predicable of corporate as it is of 
individual ratification, that is, of the corporation and stodkholder alike, 
and with the same force and conclusiveness in the case of each of them, 
and the precedent authority is equally to be presumed as to each in the 
absence of dissent from the unauthorized act. In either case, if the 
principal neglects promptly to disavow the act of his agent or his trustee, 
by which the latter has transcended his authority, he thereby makes the 
act his own, and will no longer be heard to question its validity. Kelsey 
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v. Bank, 69 Pa. St., 426; Pub. Co. v. Hitson, 80 Texas, 216; Sheldon v. 
Hickemeyer, 90 N. Y,, 614. An express assent, it is aid: 18 not essential 
on the part of the stockholder or the corporation in order to operate as | 
an equitable estoppel and defeat the right afterwards to disaffirm or 
repudiate the alleged irregular act. It may be inferred from the failure, 
not only to promptly condemn the unauthorized, although not illegal act, 

but to seek judicial redress for the wrong or a preventive remedy to stay 
the hands of the offending agent. If this doctrine of equitable estoppel 
applies to the transaction of corporate or associate bodies as well as to 
persons acting in a natural capacity and there never was any doubt that 
it does—then no case can call more strongly for its application than the 
one now before us. 

The previous conduct and present attitude of the plaintiffs are not cal- 
culated to produce a favorable impression upon a Court administering 
equity: That they have been tardy in coming forward with their griev- 
ance and very slow in vindicating their supposed right in the only prac- 
tical way it could be done, cannot be doubted, and objections now 
come from them with bad grace, who have for so long a time slept (561) 
upon their rights. They must make a better showing of wrongs 
which they have suffered, and also of reasonable and timely efforts to ob- 
tain relief against them, before a court of equity will interfere in their 
behalf to set aside an executed contract, and especially as it is well-nigh 
impossible to place the parties in statu quo. Dimpfell v. RB. F., 110 U.S., 
210; M. H. Co. v. Phalen, 128 Pa. St., 110; Gordon v. Preston, 1 Watts, 
385 : B.C. Co. v. Lloyd, supra. The plaintiffs come at this late day for 
a redress of their alleged grievances and ask for equitable relief to cancel - 
_ the lease, while they should have appeared and commenced their opposi- 
tion much sooner, when they could have done so with more show of 
reason and justice. The laws assist those who are vigilant, and not 
those who sleep over their rights, is a fundamental rule in equity which 
ig not only eminently just, but is necessary to the protection of those who 
are more watchful and careful of their interests and who otherwise may . 
be made to suffer innocently if the law should favor one guilty of such 
laches. .We have discussed this branch of the case fully, as our de- 
cision upon the first objection urged by the plaintiffs will have an im- 
portant bearing upon most of the other grounds of opposition to the lease 
and will make the task of deciding them much less difficult. | : 

Before proceeding further, we cannot do better than direct attention 
to the steady and unvarying current of judicial thought upon this sub- | 
ject, as indicated in the decisions of some of the courts whose opinions 
are entitled to the highest respect, and who have had similar questions 
under consideration. “If he (the complainant) wants protection against 
the consequences of an ultra vires act, he must ask for it with sufficient. 
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promptness to enable the Court to do justice to him without doing 
injustice to others.” Rabe v. Dunlap, 51 N. J. Eq., 48. “Shareholders 
_ cannot lie by, sanctioning, or by their silence at least acquiescing 
(562) in, an arrangement which is ultra vires of the company to which 
| they belong, watching the result: if it be favorable and profitable 
to themselves, to abide by it and insist on its validity, but if it prove 
unfavorable and disastrous, then to institute proceedings to set it aside.” 
— Gregory v. Patchett, 33 Beay., 595. In Kent v. Mining Co., 78 N. Y. 
159, it was said: “Acts of a corporation which are not per se illegal or 
malum CnC but which are ultra vires, affecting, however, only 
the interests of the stockholders, may be made good by the assent of the 
stockholders, so that strangers to them, dealing in good faith with the 
corporation, will be protected in a reliance on: those acts. It is not 
needed that there be an express assent upon the part of the stockholders 
to work an equitable estoppel upon them. When they neglect to promptly 
and actively condemn the unauthorized act, and to seek judicial relief 
after knowledge of the commital of it, this will be deemed an acqui- 
escence in it; and if innocent third persons have been led thereby to put 
themselves in a position where harm would come to them if the act 
were held invalid, the stockholders are estopped from questioning it. 
An unconscionable arrangement will not be disturbed -where there has 
been a ratification of it, with knowledge of all its bearings, after time 
has been had for consideration.” Mr. Noyes says: “Acquiescence for 
an exteuded period during which time the interests of third parties 
have intervened, may itself constitute laches and prevent a stockholder 
from attacking a consolidation even on the ground of fraud.” Inter- 
corp. Rel., 49. All these authorities and others of equal force and direct- 
ness were cited and approved by this Court in Spencer v. Rh. R., 187 N. 
O., 107, to the carefully prepared opinion by Mr. Justice Connor in 
which case we refer for a clear and conclusive vindication of the prin- 
ciples both by reason and precedent. “It is not to be understood that 
courts will refuse to protect the rights of a single stockholder if 
(563) invaded by the majority, however large, or refuse relief against 
aggressions of consolidated capital, however powerful,” says the 
Court in that case. But the injured party must move in due time to 
assert his right, and before the transaction has been fully consummated 
andthe interests of third persons have become involved. We there 
quoted with approval the following passage from Pender v. Pittman, 
84.N. C., 372: “This equity ought to be promptly asserted, and not de- 
ferred until by a sale other interests may intervene rendering it in- 
equitable, if practicable, to reverse what has been done and restore mat- 
ters to their former condition. An injunction against carrying out a 
contract of sale made under a power contained in a mortgage will not be. 
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granted when the relief to which the plaintiff considers himself entitled | 
is not sought until the sale has been made and the rights of a. purchaser 
have intervened.” We will have occasion again to refer to Spencer v. 

ft. f., when we reach another Trane and, perhaps, the leading ques- 
tion oe in. this case. 

The next objection made by the slates is that the deposit of bonds 
was not made as required by the resolution of the stockholders, and that 
this was a condition precedent to the effective execution of the lease, and 
not having been complied with, the lease is void. Fulfilment of this 
stipulation is made, by the express terms of the resolution of 1 Septem- 
ber, 1904, a condition precedent to its validity, and we will so treat it, so 
far as the resolution is concerned. In respect to this provision there 1 is 
some slight difference in the phraseology of the resolution and that of 
the lease itself. The resolution requires the deposit of the sum ot 
$100,000, or United States bonds, or bonds of the State of North Caro- 
lina, or other marketable seoaritics acceptable to the directors of the 
company, and having a market value of not less than said sum, as se- 
curity for the payment of the rentals, interest and charges and 
the performance of the conditions of the lease,” while the lease (564) 
itself provides that there shall be a deposit of $100, 000 on United 
States bonds, or bonds of the State of North Carolina, or other market- 
able securities, ete. (pursuing thereafter the language of the resolution), 
with this further provision: “which said deposit and security, or any 
equivalent for it which may be substituted therefor, may be applied” (as 
in the lease specified). In the resolution it is provided that the deposit 
shall be made and kept with the Treasurer of the State, and in the lease 
that it shall be kept with the Treasurer or in any such bank or banks or 
other depository as may be approved by the directors of the lessor 
company. The resolution makes this deposit a condition precedent, 
while. in the lease the provision as to the deposit takes the form of a 
covenant, for it says: “And to secure the prompt and faithful payment 
of the said rents and the sums as above stipulated to be paid and of all 
taxes, and the faithful performance of the covenants made herein by the 
lessee, the said lessee does hereby covenant to deposit and keep on de- 
posit with the State Treasurer,” ete. We are clearly of the opinion that 
the provision as contained in the resolution was intended to mean, and 
its wording so implies, that the lessee should deposit either $100,000 in 
money or bonds or other marketable securities havifg a current value of 
not less than that sum, and not that the deposit should consist of bonds or 
other like securities having a par value of $100,000. The idea was to 
have $100,000 on deposit to secure the performance of the stipulations 
of the lease, and that it should, at all times, be kept equal to that amount, 
whether it be in so many dollars or in bonds or other securities of not 
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less value than that number of dollars. The words, “and having a 
market value of not less than that sum,” refer to their immediate ante- 
cedents, “the bonds or other securities,” and not to the $100,000 as having 
the value of that sum, or, in other words, as being equal to its 
(565) own value, which would be a solecism. This is the clear import 
of the language employed in the resolution, and as thus construed - 
there was a substantial compliance with the requirements of the resolu- 
tion in this respect. We think that the substitution in the lease of the 
word “in” for the word “or,” which is in the resolution, was merely acci- | 
dental, and that it was not the purpose to change the substance of the 
provision as found in the resolution. Besides, if the language of the 
lease is construed by itself, it is evident the same meaning was intended 
as that we give to the provision in the resolution. The change in the 
lease from the phraseology of the resolution, and especially the use of 
the expression, “which said deposit and security or any equivalent for 
it which may be substituted therefor,” it seems to us plainly evinces the 
intention to have been to require so many dollars to be deposited or 
securities of an equivalent market value, without any special regard to 
their par value. | 
The, same reasoning also applies to this ground of complaint as that 
we applied to the first objection of the plaintifis to the lease, namely, the 
want of sufficient notice of the stockholders’ meeting. The fact that the 
deposit had been made with the Wachovia Loan and Trust Company was 
called to the attention of the stockholders by the president of the com- 
pany at the annual meeting held on 28 September, 1905. If the change 
of the depository from the State Treasury to the Loan and Trust Com- 
pany was not authorized and did not meet with the approval of the 
stockholders, they were put on inquiry by the report of the change in the © 
depository, and no complaint was made, although that was the time to 
speak and to raise objections. A resolution was passed at the meeting 
held on 11 July, 1905, directing a full inquiry to be made by a committee 
into the matter of the deposit, and particularly as to when and where it 
| had been made, and this inquiry was required to be conducted un- 
- (566) der the advice and guidance of the general counsel of the company, 
| The stockholders must be held to have had knowledge of every- 
thing such an inquiry would have disclosed, and it appears from the sub- 
sequent report of the president that they did have such knowledge. We 
could hardly hold that they did not have knowledge of the contents of 
the’ lease (which varied from the resolution and authorized the change 
in the depository) when it was provided that 1t should be executed by the 
directors; they accepted and approved the form of the lease; it was so 
executed, and: then an inquiry was ordered to be made into the matter 
of the deposit. If they did not have full knowledge of the contents of 
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the lease, they should have had it. Much less evidence than we have 
here has been held sufficient to fix .a party with notice. Bunting v.. 
Ricks, 22 N. C., 130; Blackwood v. Jones, 57 N. C., 54; May v. Hanks, 
62 N. C., 310; ; Tjames v. Gaither, 938 N. C., 358; Hulbert vy. Douglas, 94 
Ns C;; 129: . Bryan v. Hodges, 107 N. C., 499, "Those cases decide that 
the law will presume knowledge by the stockholders from their laches in 
not informing themselves, as they were called upon to do so by being put _ 
-. on their. guard, if they did not in fact have knowledge, which we think 
it appears they did have, when the finding of facts by the Court upon 
this point are properly considered. But acquiescence to be inferred 
from long delay, more than a year, coupled with their silence and the | 
failure to object at the seasonable moment, as effectually deprives the 
plaintiffs of this ground of objection as it did of the other. In a case 
strikingly similar to ours in respect to the deposit, the Court said that 
the facts showed that the corporation had notice of the place of deposit 
under circumistances not as strong as those in this case, its attention 
having been called sharply to the fact by a letter from its treasurer re- 
quiring remittances to be sent during his absence to another than the - 
appointed depository, and that it acquiesced in the change of the 
depository by reporting to the stockholders that its funds were in (567) 
the hands of the new depository. “The conduct,” says the Court, 

“of the corporation constituted a ratification of the act of the treasurer 
. (if his act it was) in selecting the place of deposit, and absolved him 
from liability in that regard.” &. R. v. Divon, 114 N. Y., 80. It is 
true the Court finds that at the time of the execution of the lease no 
deposit had been made with any one, and that the change of the deposi- 
tory was not made by the directors, but by agreement between the presi- 
dent of the lessor company and the president of the lessee company, 
though the matter of permitting the Governor of the State to look after 
the making of the deposit was discussed informally at the meeting of the 
directors on 1 September, 1904, and he caused to be purchased the 
_ eighty bonds which were subsequently deposited with the Loan and Trust 
Company, they being worth $105,600, and that in changing the place of 
deposit the officers, and all others participating, acted in perfect good 
faith, nothing to the contrary having been alleged or proved. If all this 
was irregular and unwarranted, the Court was right in deciding, upon 
the authorities we have already ated: that it, as well as the other alleged 
omissions and defects in the proceedings and ‘transactions, had been fully 
waived and the lease in respect to them had been ratified by the subse- 
— quent conduct of the stockholders, including the plaintiffs. 

As to the objection now urged, that there has been:an increase in the 


local freight charges in violation of the terms of the lease, it.is suf- — . 


ficient. to say that the stipulation not to raise the rates is in the form of 
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a covenant without a clause of forfeiture annexed to it, as there is in the © 
ease of the deposit. Tf the lessee fails to make and keep that good, the 
lessor has the right to reénter and determine the lease; but not so if the 
freight charges are increased. It seems, and we will hereafter 
(568) show, that in the latter case the parties did not intend that a fail- 
ure to comply with the covenant should work a forfeiture of the 
lease, but stmply that it should give to the lessor a cause of action on 
the covenant for its breach. The law leans against any construction of 
a stipulation in a contract which will invelve a forfeiture, and will con-: 
strue it to be a covenant rather than a condition subsequent. “As con- 
ditions subsequent tend to destroy estates, they are not favored in law, 
and if it is reasonably doubtful whether a provision in a conveyance was | 
intended as a condition subsequent or a covenant, the breach of which 
may be compensated in damages, it will be held to be the latter.” 1 Cyc., 
1050. And this would be so even if the lessor has any other remedy by — 
which to get redress or by which to enforce a compliance with the stipu- 
lation. The fact that this provision is in the form of a covenant and 
that it is not mentioned in. the clause of forfeiture and reéntry, would 
seem to indicate clearly that its violation was not intended by the parties 
to be good cause for terminating the lease. But the lessor company has 
not attempted to reénter for a breach, even if it has the right to do so, 
which we need not therefore decide. 

Tf the covenant has been broken and there is a continued infraction of 
it, we do not mean to say that a court of equity could not afford relief by 
a mandatory injunction or other appropriate equitable remedy and com- 
pel strict observance of the stipulation, though in the form of a covenant, 
if sufficient ground is shown for its interference, and especially if from 
the peculiar nature of the covenant the breach cannot be compensated in 
damages recoverable at law, or if the legal remedy.would for any other 
reason be inadequate. 

The learned counsel for the plaintiffs contended that the term a the . 
lease would extend beyond the time fixed by its charter for the corporate 
existence of the lessor company. It has been settled by the authorities 

that such a lease is certainly valid for the period of the corporate 
(569) life of the lessor, and will extend beyond that period if the charter 
is renewed and the lessor’s corporate existence is thereby extended, 
and by this process it may endure for the full term; and provision is 

made in this lease to meet just such a contingency. 23 A. and E, (2 
Ed.), 781; Noyes Intercorporate Rel., sec. 201; 5 Thompson Corp., sec. 
5896; 3 Cook Corp., p. 2594; Baldwin R. R. Law, p. 458; Gere v. BR. £., 
19 Abb. N.C. (N. Y.), 193; R, R.v. R. R., 51 Fed., 309 (s. ¢., 168 U. 
S., 592); Wood on L. & T., sec. 61, p. 144: Broun v. Schleter, 118 
Fed. Rep. . 981. And this aceords perfectly with the reason of the thing | 


and the justice of the case. 
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We are not now referring .to the sine or the power of the ieieee com- 
pany to make the lease under its charter or the general law applicable to 
. such cases; but assuming for the present that the power exists, the cor- 
rectness of which assumption we will consider hereafter, we decide only 
at this stage of the case that the lease is in all other respects valid. 

This brings the discussion to the principal question raised by the 
plaintiffs, and upon which, we take it, they mainly rely for success, and 
that is whether this lease is ultra vires or beyond the power of the lessor 
to make. This is an exceedingly important matter, but the difficulty of 
deciding it is greatly lessened by the former decisions of this Court. If 
it were an open question, we might be confronted by a very serious 
problem which would require the gravest consideration; but we do not 
think that such a situation is presented. The right to discuss the ques- | 
tion has been foreclosed by adjudications which we, under established 
principles, are not at liberty to disregard, if we were inclined to do so. 
We must consider the former decisions. of this Court as authoritative ane 
conclusive upon us. 

By referring to the charter of the North Carolina Railroad 
Company, Laws 1849, ch. 82, we find that by sections 18 and 19 (57 0) 
the right to transport passengers and freight and the power to 
“farm out” the right of transportation were given to that corporation in 
the same language used in sections 17 and 18 of the charter of the lessor 
company.in this case. The corresponding sections in the two charters 
are copies of each other. The North Carolina Railroad Company, in 
September, 1871, leased its road and all its rights and franclises to the 
-Richmond and Danville Railroad Company, a foreign corporation, for 
thirty years, with the right to change the gauge of the track. An action 
was brought by the State to test the validity of this lease and to enjoin 
the change of the gauge; the plaintiff alleging that the lease was executed 
without any authority of law and that the change of gauge would be in- 
jurious to the State and its citizens. This Court, after a careful con- 
sideration of the question at issue, decided that the power to “farm 
out,” which was given by the charter, fully authorized the making of 
the lease and that it was lawful and valid. The Court also decided that 
under the general law and the charter, the lessor company had the right 
to change the gauge of its road, which right passed to the lessee by the 
lease. There was a dissenting opinion, and, too, a very able one, as were 
all of the opinions of the eminent Judge who wrote it, but this does not 
affect the authority of the decision as a judicial precedent or take it out 
of the rule of stare decisis, but really emphasizes the fact that the case 
was well considered. S. v. R. R., 72 N. C., 684. This is not all. 
The Legislature by the Act of 1874-5, ch. 159, prohibited any railroad 
company in the State, except those having a narrow gauge, from increas- 
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ing the gauge of their tracks under heavy penalties. The Richmond and 
Danville Railroad Company, defendant in the former case, and certain 
of its officers, caused the gauge of the track of the North Carolina 
(57 1) Railroad Company to be widened from four feet eight inches to 
five feet, and thereupon the said company and its officers were in- 
dicted for violating the Act of 1874-5. The Court decided upon the spe- 
cial verdict that the defendants were not guilty, and the decision was 
placed upon the ground that the North Carolina Railroad Company had 
leased its franchise, privileges and property to the Richmond and Dan- 
ville Railroad‘ Company, which included the right or privilege of chang- 
ing the gauge of the road, and that the lease was valid in every particu- 
lar, and was not ultra vires, as contended: by the State through its At- 
torney-General. S. v. k. B., 73 N.C., 527, It expressly affirmed its former 
‘decision in S. v. #. #., supra, in the strongest and most emphatic lan- 
guage. It held that the charter of the North Carolina Railroad Com- 
pany was a contract which could not be violated by the State in the form 
of legislation or otherwise, and secondly, that the lease between the 
North Carolina Railroad Company and the Richmond and Danville 
Railroad Company was inviolable upon well-settled principles of law. 
Referring to the former decision of the Court involving practically and 
substantially the same question, the Court, by Mr. Justice Rodman (who 
clearly assented to the view of the Court as stated in the former opin- 
ion.), said: “It must be assumed in considering this case, that the mat- 
ters decided in the case of the State against the same company, which is 
now a defendant, are the settled law of this State, and admit of no ques- 
tion. Two things were decided in that case: 1. That the lease of its 
road, ete., by the North Carolina Railroad Company to the Richmond 
and Danville Railroad Company was lawful and valid. 2. That the 
lessee, by virtue of the lease, had up to the passage of the Act of 1874-5 
a right to change the gauge of the North Carolina Railroad.” 73 N.C., 
at p. 529. The Court then observes that the State owned a large 
( 572) majority of the shares of stock in the North Carolina Railroad 
Company, at the time the lease was made, and had supreme con- 
trol over every act and contract of the company, ‘and the lease could not 
have been made without its express consent. It also referred to the fact 
that the lessor company had covenanted in the lease not té interfere by 
its servants or agents with the free use and convenient operation of the 
railroad, and for these additional reasons it could not be heard to ques- 
tion the validity of the lease or to molest the lessee in the use of the road 
or in changing the gauge. These considerations apply with equal force 
- to this case, as similar provisions to those mentioned are to be found in 
the charter of the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad Company and 
the lease it made to the Howland Improvement Company. Indeed, the 
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charter of the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad Company seems to 
be substantially a copy of the charter of the North Carolina Railroad 
Company, and the lease made by it to the Howland Improvement Com- 
pany is, in all particulars pertinent to the matters presented in this case, 
substantially like that of the North Carolina Railroad Company to the 
- Richmond and Danville Railroad Company. It is utterly impossible to 
escape the conclusion that the question of ultra vires, now raised in be- 
half of the plaintiffs, has been decisively answered by this Court, against 
their present contention, more than thirty-four years ago, in S. v. BR. &., 
72 N. C., 634, and afterwards upon reconsideration of the whole matter 
and review of.that decision, it was solemnly adjudicated by the Court in 
S.v. R. R.,73 N. C., 527, that such a lease purporting to have been made 
under a power given in words identical with those used in the charter of 
the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad Company, was’ not only au- 
thorized by those words and valid in that respect, but was not ultra vires. 
It is therefore entirely too late, under the circumstances and in 
view of these precedents, for the plaintiffs to again raise the ques- (573) 
tion as to the true meaning of the words “to farm out” or to ques- | 
tion the validity of the lease upon the ground that it is ultra vires. We 
will not attempt to discuss the question ourselves as if it were res nova, 
for it is not, and every consideration of public policy and good faith 
requires that we should accept the interpretation given to those words by 
this Court, and also its decision as to the power of the railroad company 
to make the lease, as a finality, and we therefore hold that the lease is 
not ultra vires, because it has been so decided and is not open for read- 
judication. | 

It is said, though, that we are not bound by those decisions. Why 
not? The doctrine of stare decisis, commonly called the doctrine of pre- 
cedents, has been firmly established in the law and is applicable to this 
ease, if to any. It means that we should adhere to decided cases and set- 
tled principles and not disturb matters which have been established by 
judicial determination. The precedent thus made should serve as a rule 
for future guidance in deciding analogous cases, and it should especially 
be controlling, as we will hereafter see, if, as in this case, persons in 
their business relations and in making their contracts have acted upon 
the faith of its correctness and in reliance upon its continuance as a rule 
of law, so that rights have become vested which will be seriously im- 
_ paired if the rule thus established is reversed. This is not only a sensible 
but a just principle, and a contrary rule would manifestly be inequitable. 
- Let us give solemn heed to the impressive language of Lord Kenyon, 
when laying an injunction upon the Judges to abide by former decisions: 
“T cannot legislate,” said he, “hut by my industry I can discover what my 
predecessors have done, and I will tread in their footsteps.” These . 
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words which fell from the lips of a great Judge cannot be too often care- 

fully weighed by us, when situated as we now are and as he was at 
(574) the time he uttered them. A law-writer, who has given special 

study to the question, shys that similar principles govern the 
courts in ascertaining the legislative will, and construing statutes and 
fundamental laws, to those which control their action in announcing the 
doctrines of the common law, as applicable to the causes which come 
before them for adjudication (Wells on Res Judicata, 554, sec. 604), and 
it was said, too, while discussing the doctrine of stare decisis. Again, in 
this connection, he says: “The community to be affected by it (a former 
decision) have acted upon it in a vast number of judicial relations; 
rights of property which have grown up under it have changed hands 
and passed through numerous ramifications, until it has become impera- 
tive to regard it as a rule of property, which no power can disturb. 
What our present opinion may be, as to the merits of the decision in that 
case, is now of no consequence whatever. In construing statutes, and the 
Constitution, the rule is almost universal to adhere to the doctrine of 
stare decisis. This is an adjudicated question, and the subject of its 
correctness is to us a sealed book.” Ibid., sec. 605. The same author, 
quoting from Mr. Fearne, says: “If. rules and maxims of law were 
to ebb and flow with the tastes of the Judge, or to assume that shape 
which in his fancy best becomes the times; if the decisions of one case 
were not to be ruled by or dependent at. all upon the former determina- 
tions in. cases of a like nature, I should like to know what person would 
venture to purchase an estate without first having the judgment of a 
court of justice respecting the identical title which he means to pur- 
chase.” Ibid., sec. 599. And we add, what person would enter into a 
contract based upon the meaning of a statute once construed, without 
first taking a fresh opinion from the Court? “Where a judicial inter- 

pretation has once been put upon a clause, expressed in a vague 
(575) manner by the Legislature, and difficult to be understood, that 

ought of itself be a sufficient authority for adopting the same 
construction. Buller, J., said: ‘We find one solemn determination of 
this doubtful expression in the statute, and as that construction has since 
prevailed, there is no reason why we should now. put another construc- 
tion on the act on account of any supposed change of convenience.’ This 
rule of construction will hold good, even if the Court be of opinion that 
the practical construction is erroneous; so that if the latter be res integra 
the Court would adopt a different construction. Judicial use and prac- 
tice will have weight, and where continued for a long time will be sus- 
tained though carried beyond the fair purport of the statute.” 2 Lewis’ 
Sutherland on Stat. Const: (2 Ed.), sec. 475. Lord Cairns said: “I 
think that with regard to statutes it is desirable not so much that the 
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principle of the decision should be capable at all times of justification — 
_as that the law should be settled, and should, when once settled, be main- 
tained without any danger of vacillation or uncertainty.” Comrs. v. 
Harrison, L. R., 7, H. 1.,9. “Under the application of the doctrine con- 
tained in the maxim (stare decisis et non quieta movere), where a series 
of decisions, or even a single decision, of a court of last resort has been 
accepted as the proper interpretation of the law and has been acted upon 
and become a rule of property, the courts are slow to interfere with the 
principle announced by the decision, and it may be upheld even though 
they would decide otherwise were the question a new one.” 26 A. and H. 
(2 Ed.), p. 161. We have repeatedly said that the weightiest reasons 
‘thake it the duty of the Court to adhere to its decisions. Weisel v. Cobb, 
122 N.C., 67. 

But there is another well-grounded principle that enters into this case 
and should have a place in this discussion. It is clearly stated by Lord 
Mansfield: “When solemn determinations acquiesced under, have 
settled precise cases and become a rule of property, they ought for (576) 
the sake of certainty to be observed as if they had originally 
formed a part of the text of the statute.” Wyndham v. Chetwood, 1 
Burrow, 419. We adopted that rule in Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 109, 
where it was held that a former adjudication of the Court in construing 
a statute or the organic law should stand, when it has been recognized for 
years, and in such a case the principle settled or the meaning given to 
the statute becomes a rule for guidance in making contracts and also a 
rule of property, and that it should not be disturbed even though the 
conclusion reached may not be satisfactory to the Court at the time the 
same matter is again presented. To the same effect are Grantham v. 
Kennedy, 91 N. C., 151, and Kirby v. Boyette, 118 N. C., 244, in which 
ease the Court applying the doctrine of stare decisis and referring to ‘a 
principle which had heen established by a decision of the Court for thirty 
years, said: “Can this Court, consistently with its constitutional obliga- 
tion to adhere to decisions which may have become a rule of property, 
alter or modify the principle upon which the people of the State have 
-been invited to invest their.money for so long a period? The proposi- 
tion upon which the contention of the petition to rehear is based is un- 
sound in.law and cannot be acted upon without grave danger to the 
rights acquired under a well-founded confidence in the stability of ju- 
dicial decisions. The theory is that if a court, in the elucidation of the 
questions involved in any given controversy, finds it necessary to crystal- 
lize the law upon the subject into a clean-cut rule, which will prove a 
guide to the profession, such rule may be abrogated after it has been 
acted on for over thirty years, because the case in hand might have been 
decided by stating the principle governing the particular case, instead of 
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the broader one founded upon the reason of the thing, but decisive also of 
other cases as well as that at bar. To lend our sanction to such 
(577) a view of the law would be to imperil the security of many prin- 
ciples upon which titles have been acquired under the advice of 
the most competent counsel. A due regard for vested rights necessarily 
constrains a court to reject such a theory as little short of revolution- 
ary.” 
_ In Young v. Jackson, 92 N. C., at p. 148, this Cau said: “The case 
—eited was decided in 1875. It fas been treated as a proper construction 
of the statute in question, and, as thus construed, it has been acted upon, 
no doubt, in many cases. To disturb it would unsettle titles and give 
rise to much confusion and injustice. We cannot think of doing so.” 
“After the meaning of a statute,” 1t is said in a work of high authority, 
“has been settled by judicial construction, the construction becomes, as 
far as contract rights acquired under it are concerned, as much a part 
of the statute as the text itself, and a change of decision is, to all intents 
~ and purposes, the same in its effect on contracts as an amendment of the 
law by means of legislative enactment, and contract obligations entered 
into or vested rights acquired while the former decision was in force ean- 
not be impaired.” 26 A. and E., 179. See, also, Douglas v.. Pike 
County, 101 U. S., 677. “A change in judicial construction in respect 
to a statute should be given the same effect, in its operation on contratts 
and existing contract rights, that would be given to a legislative amend- 
ment—-that is to say, its operation must be prospective, not retrospect- 
ive.” Lewis v. Symmes, 61 Ohio St., 471. 

In considering the effect of overruling a decision upon existing con-: 
tracts, the Court in Falconer 1. Simmons, 51 W. Va., 177, said: “An 
overruled decision is regarded as not law, as never having been law, but 
the law as given in a later case is regarded as having been the law, even 
at the date of the erroneous decision. .To this ruje there is one excep- 

tion: that where there is a statute, and a decision giving lt a cer- 
(578) tain construction, and there is a contract valid under such con- 

struction, the latter decision does not retroact so as to invalidate 
such contract.” | 

This Court in 8. v. Bell, 186 N. C., 677, gave practical effect to the 
rule that, the reversal of a precedent should not be allowed to work an 
injustice, by requiring that the case then under consideration should be 
tried anew, not according to the principle as then decided to be the 
correct one, but according to the former adjudication, simply because the 
party is presumed to have acted in reliance upon it. Was that not the 
only fair and proper caurse to pursue, and would any other have com- 
mended itself to our sense of right? The opposite ruling would have met 
with strong condemnation, as being contrary to the plainest principles 
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of justice. Speaking of a like case, Lord Kenyon said: “It would be 
eruel not only to the defendant, but also to those in a similar situation 
with him, if we were now to punish him for doing that which:this Court 
publicly declared so many years ago might be done with impunity, and 
which so many persons have been doing weekly for such a number of 
years.” Rew v. Younger, 5 Dumf. & E. (Term Rep.), at p. 450. Of the 
same purport as the cases just cited is Township v. State, 150 Ind., 168, 
where the Court says: “Courts will not so apply a change made in the 
construction of the law as it was held to be in the overruled case as to 
invade what are considered vested rights, or, in other words, while, as a 
general rule, the law as expounded by the last decision operates both pro- 
spectively and retrospectively, still, courts are requifed to and do confine 
it in its operation so as not to impair vested rights, such as property 
rights or those resting on contracts express or implied.” There are 
many decisions by the Supreme Court of the United States to the same 
effect. The doctrine is'clearly stated in Louisiana v. Pillsbury, 105 
U. §., 295 (quoting from Douglas v. County of Pike, supra), as 
follows: “The true rule is to give a change of judicial construc- (579) 
tion in respect to a statute the same effect in its operation on con- . 
tracts and existing contract rights that would be given to a legislative 
amendment; that is to say, make it prospective, not retroactive. After a 
‘statute has been settled by judicial construction, the construction be- 
comes, so far as contract rights acquired under it are concerned, as much 
a part of the statute as the text itself.” And again, it is briefly put thus: 
“A change of decision is to all intents and purposes the same in effect. on 
contracts as an amendment of the law by means of a legislative enact- 
ment.” Anderson v. Santa Anna, 116 U.S., 356. The rule, in a some- 
what modified form, is clearly and strongly stated in Olcott v. Super- 
visors, 16 Wall., 678, thus: “This Court has always ruled that if a con- 
tract, when made, was valid under the Constitution and laws of a State 
as they had been previously expounded by its judicial tribunals, and as 
they were understood at the time, no subsequent action by the Legislature 
or judiciary will be regarded by this Court as establishing its invalidity. 
Such a rule is based upon the highest principles of justice. Parties. have 
aright to contract, and they do contract, in view of the law as declared to 
them when their engagements are formed. Nothing can justify us in 
holding them to any other rule.” Cases from that Court may be cited 
almost without number, so frequently and consistently has the rule been 
announced, Gelpcke v. DuBuque, 1 Wall., 175; Pine Grove v. Talcott, 
19 Wall, 68; Ins. Co. v. Debolt, 16 How., 416; Taylor v. Ypsilantr, 105 
U.S., 74; Boyd v. Alabama, 94 U. 8., 645; Chicago v. Sheldon, 9 Wall., 
50. An excellent statement of the doctrine of stare decisis will be found - 
in Black’s Interp. of Laws, 375, et seg., where it is substantially said that 
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an. authoritative judicial construction put upon a statute has the force 
of law by becoming, as it were, a part of the statute itself. The 
(580) importance of this rule arises out of the fact that the declared 
meaning is at once’ accepted as correct by those whose rights or 
whose business conduct may be affected by it, and many transactions may 
depend for their validity upon the pernianonte of the interpretation thus 
given to the words in question. “The Court almost always, in deciding | 
any question, creates a moral power above itself; and when its decision 
eonstrues a statute, it is legally bound, for certain purposes, to follow 1+ 
as a decree emanating from a paramount authority, according to its 
various applications in and out of the immediate case. ” Bates v, Relyea, 
23 Wend., 336. “We hold the doctrine to be sound and firmly estab- 
lished, that rights to property and the benefits of investments acquired 
by contract, in reliance upon a statute as construed by the Supreme 
Court of the State, and which were valid contracts under the statute as 
thus interpreted when the contracts or investments were made, cannot be 
annulled or divested by subsequent decisions of the same Court over- 
ruling the former decisions; that as to such contracts or investments, it 
will be held that the decisions which were in force when the contracts 
were made had established a rule of property, upon which the parties had 
a right to rely, and that subsequent decisions cannot retroact so as to 
impair rights acquired in good faith under a statute as construed by the 
former decisions.” Farrior v. Mortgage Co., 99.Ala., 176. This rule 
is one made by the law at the call of justice, and in obedience to the plain 
dictate of common sense, to protect a contract made on the faith of an ex- 
position of the terms of a statute, in the former decision, and which 
should, as to that contract at least, remain unimpaired so that no detri- 
ment will come to parties who have thus dealt with each other in the 
honest belief that the same construction will be placed upon a statute, 
under which they have contracted and which is expressed in iden- 
(581) tically the same language. It is not unreasonable that they 
should be so influenced in their conduct and not by the opposite 
belief that the court of last resort in the State will so vacillate in its 
decisions as to give two radically different constructions to the same 
words. A court would stultify itself if it should hold that parties should 
have acted upon any such belief. 

The people are supposed to have confidence in their highest court, 
at least to the extent of ascribing to it the virtue or consistency and a 
desire to see that by no lack of stability in its decisions shall any citizen 
be jeopardized or prejudiced in his rights, because he has simply acted 
upon the supposition that what the Court has so solemnly determined 
will again be its decision upon the same state of facts, or that at least, © 
if it does change its mind, his rights and interests will be thoroughly 
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safeguarded. If courts proceeded upon any different theory in the de- 
cision of causes, the people would be left in a state of uncertainty as to 
what the law is, and could not adjust their business affairs to any fixed 
and settled principles, which would, of course, produce most misehiev- 
ous, if not disastrous, consequences. A court, therefore, is not always 
at liberty to inquire, in passing upon a case before it, what is the law, © 
for investigation should sometimes stop when it has’ been ascertained 
what has already been decided on the subject. Wells Res. Jud., [b., sec. 
598. In Los Angeles v. WaterCo., 177 U. S., 575, the Court sums up 
the clear result of all the authorities, citing many cases, as follows: “At 
the time of the contract of 1868 and of the passage of the ratifying Act 
of 1870 it was established by the decision of the highest court of the 
State that the Constitution of the State permitted a grant of special 
franchises to persons and corporations, and permitted the latter to re- 
ceive assignments of them from such persons or grants of them directly 
from the Legislature. This law was part of the contract of 1868, 

as confirmed by the Act of 1870, and could not be affected by (582) 
| subsequent decisions.” 

There is still another principle, in some respects like the one just 
discussed, that we should consider in this connection. It is thus stated 
in Bradley v. Ballard, 55 Tll., 419: “While courts are inclined to main- 
tain with vigor the limitations of corporate action, whenever it is a ques- 
tion of restraining the corporations in advance from passing beyond the 
_ boundaries of their charters, they are equally inclined, on the other 
hand, to enforce against them contracts, though ultra vires, of which they 
have received the benefit. This is demanded by the plainest principles 
of justice.” <A full discussion of the doctrine will there be found, with 
the citation of many eases to sustain it. Thompson v. Lambert, 44 Iowa, 
239; Sheldon v. Hickemeyer, 90 N. Y., 607; Stokes v. Detrick, 75 Ma.,. 
256; Thompson on Corporations, sec. 4534; Noyes Intercorp. Rel., sec. 
196. And the doctrine of laches also applies to acts alleged to be ultra 
vires. The illegality of corporate acts must be promptly exposed, and 
relief will be denied the corporators who wait until the evil has been done 
and the interest of innocent third parties has become involved. Za- 
briskie v. R. R., 23 How. (64 U. 8.), 381. The objection of a stock- 
holder to the lease of a railway company alleged to be invalid, comes with . 
bad grace after he has received the profits of the completed transaction. 
He will not be permitted 3 in this way both to approve and disapprove 
the act of the corporation. Dimpfell v. R. R., 110 U. S., 210. The 
general principle deducible from the authorities is that if the alleged — 
illegal transaction has been fully consummated and large expenditures of 


money have been made, the benefit of which has been received by the 


‘corporation and the objecting stockholder, and the rights of third par- 
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ties have intervened, so that the status quo cannot be restored, and the 
cancellation of the contract upon the ground of its being wltra 
(583) vires would defeat justice or work a legal wrong, a court of equity 
will interfere, if at all, only at the instance of the State. Thomp- 
son on Corp., sec. 8438, and secs. 8318 to 83283, 

fh. R. v. Rh. &., 145 UL S., 393, is directly in point and “on all fours” 
with this case. If anything, the plaintiffs in this case can have less 
ground on which to stand and demiand relief than did the plaintiff in 
that case. The difference, if any, between the two cases is in favor 
of the present defendants. There the plaintiff company leased its road 
to the defendant in perpetuity, which leasing the Court held to be in- 
valid. The lessor brought the suit to cancel the lease as being ultra 
vires, but the Court refused to entertain its bill upon the ground that the 
contract had been fully executed, and further held that both the corpora- 
tion and its stockholders were barred by laches, and in this connection it 
says: “When the parties are in pari delicto, and the contract has been 
fully executed on the part of the plaintiff, by the conveyance of property 
or by the payment of money, and has not been repudiated by the defend- 
ant, it is now equally well settled that neither a court of law nor a court 
of equity will assist the plaintiff to recover back the property conveyed 
or money paid under the contract. Upon this state of facts, for the rea- 
sons above stated, the plaintiff, considered as a party to the unlawful 
contract, has no right to invoke the assistance of a court of equity to 
set it aside. And so far as the plaintiff corporation can be considered 
as representing the stockholders; and seeking to protect their interests, it 
and they are barred by laches.” It would seem impossible to distinguish 
the two cases in this respect. See, also, Hardwood v. R. #., 17 Wall, 78; 
Rabe v. Dunlap, 51 N. J. Eq., 40. This Court has recently given its as- 
sent to the same principle, as one not only just in itself, but as peculiarly 

fit to be applied to such cases, when parties have waited, especially 
(584) when they had full knowledge of the facts and, as the very nature 

of thé transaction shows, when new rights ae interests necessa- 
rily have arisen, before they invoked the aid of the Court. It was there 
held that when a stockholder fails for two years to bring an action to 
annul a consideration of two corporations alleged to be ultra vires, and 
in the meantime the agreement has been fully executed and third par- 
ties have acquired interests in the consolidated company, a court of 
equity will not grant the relief demanded, namely, that the transaction 
be set aside. Spencer v. R. R., 1387 N. C., 107. 

These principles clearly apply to this es for the Court has found as 
facts that the lease was made and all the dealings between the parties 
were conducted in good faith and with an honest purpose, and that there 
has been a transfer of a large number of the lessor’s shares of stock and 
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other transactions which involve the interests of third parties; that the 
plaintiffs Foy and the Board of Commissioners have accepted and ap- 
propriated to their own use the dividends paid to them, which were so 
paid from money received from the lessee, under the terms of the lease; 
that large expenditures have been made by the latter, and that the plain- 
tiff Hill kept his dividend check for six weeks without objection. These 
and many other facts found by the Court and already stated, show how 
grossly Inequitable it would be to hsten with favor to. the plaintift’s ap- 
peal for relief: | 

While we have discussed the case in some of its aspects upon the 
plaintiff’s assumption that the lease is void, 1t must not by any means be | 
‘inferred that we assent to that proposition, because we do not tliink they 
can at this late day be heard to say that it 1s ultra vires, this Court hav- 
ing said most positively and unequivocally that it is not. We must ac- 
cept that decision as a final and conclusive exposition of the words of the 
charter under which the lessor claimed the right to lease its fran- 
chise and property. It is not, therefore, ultra vires, because this (585) 
Court has said that it is not, and that is quite sufficient for our 
guidance, and as irrevocably fixes the meaning of the words of the charter 
as if they had been so unmistakably interpreted by the Legislature, and 
that very meaning had been written into the charter by it and the power 
to lease had thereby been expressly given without leaving any room for 
construction. The authorities applicable to this view of the case have 
been copiously cited. 

Before closing this opinion we must direct ‘attention to the exact 
analogy, nay, the precise sameness, word for word, between the charter 
of the lessor in this case and that of the North Carolina Railroad Com- 
pany, which was construed in S. v. RB. R., 72 N. C., 634, and 8. v. B. B., 
73 N. C., 527. The one is manifestly a literal copy of the other. Upon 
what rule of construction can it be argued that where there is an intent 
to express the same idea and evidently to confer the same power, we — 
should give to the words employed by the Legislature two different and 
opposite interpretations, and thus defeat that purpose? Identity of lan- 
guage necessarily implies identity of meaning, and every principle of — 
logic and fair construction requires us so to decide. The two clauses 
were inserted in the charters of the respective companies whose railways 
constitute, with the Western North Carolina Railroad, one continuons 
State line from the mountains to the seashore, now under the control of 
the Corporation Commission, which body can compel proper connections 
and traflic arrangements for the eénvenience of the public. Two of these 
charters were granted at the same session of the General Assembly 


(1854-5) and the other a few years prior thereto (1849), and they were 


framed necessarily with a common intent and therefore expressed in 
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_ identical words, We have not been endowed with faculties so sub- 
(586) tle and so acute as to be able to distinguish between things not 
merely similar, but exactly the same. 

In Logan v. RB. E., 116 N. C., 945, Mr. Justice Avery, speaking for the 
Court, says: “The question of the authority of the lessor company ‘to 
farm out’ its franchise and property to the lessee is no longer an open 
one. &. v. &. A, 72 N. C., 684. This was said in 1895, just twenty- 
three years after ihe decree in the principal case. In Harden v. Rf. £., 
129 N. C., at p. 356, decided in 1901, Mr. Justice Clark, while expressing. 
a possible doubt as to the correctness of the original construction of the 
charter of the North Carolina Railroad Company, yet said for the Court 
that it was not “a new question” (res integra), and therefore not open 
for reconsideration. Numerous other cases, decided both before and 
after that time, have in the same way recognized the construction of the 
words of the charter to which we have so on referred, as a settled one. 
There are findings of fact in this case to the effect that the executive de- 
partment of the government has accepted this Court’s former construc- 
tion of the words “to farm out” as the correct one and acted upon it by 
taking part in making a lease of the North Carolina Railroad Company 


to the Richmond and Danville Railroad Company, first in. 1872 and _ 


again in 1895, and also in leasing. the franchise and property of the At- 
lantic and North Carolina Railroad Company to one Best in 1881, two 
Governors of the State having actually participated in making the leases 
of the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad Company, and the State 
holding the majority of the stock in each of the lessor companies, and 
having, therefore, the power to control their action, through its DPOay 
and the directors appointed i in its behalf. 

The fact that the intention to make a lease must have been known to. 
the public for some time prior to its final execution, as the notice of the 
- meeting, while not conforming strictly to the requirement of the by-laws, 

’ must have been seen and read by many, and was actually known 
(587) to two of the plaintiffs, and the additional facts that no other 


stockholder resorted to any legal measures to prevent its execu- 


tion, and that the State, holding-a majority of the shares of stock and a 
controlling interest in the corporation, approved and voted for the lease, 
through its proxy or other representative, and its directors afterwards 
ratified it, and that through its Governor it helped to carry out one at 
least of its important provisions, furnishes plenary proof that the public — 
generally acquiesced in the construction which this Court had placed 
upon the words used in the charter, as the State in its corporate and 
sovereign capacity, in attending meetings by proxy and receiving divi- | 
dends from the North Carolina Railroad Company and in other ways, 
had done for many years. Under such accumulated circumstances show- 
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ing an acceptance of this Court’s interpretation of those words, should 
it now be open to challenge by the plaintiffs? We clearly think not. It 
also appears that in 1897 a bill was introduced in the House of Represen- 
tatives for the purpose of annulling the lease of the North Carolina Rail- 
-voad Company to the Southern Railway Company, the successor of the 
Richmond and Danville Railroad Company, and that during the debate 
upon that bill several members assailed the lease of 1895 upon the ground . 
that it was ultra vires, and that about the same time the then Governor 
of the State threatened to attack the lease, and‘that in 1897 a suit was 
— brought in the Superior Court of Craven County to enjoin the leasing 
of the franchise and property of the Atlantic and North Carolina Rail- 
road to another company, and that a restraining order was continued to 
the hearing by the Judge of that Court upon the ground that such a leas- 
ing would be ultra vires, notwithstanding the decisions of this Court in 
S.v. BR. B., 72 N. C., 684, and 73 N. C., 527. It is stated that the bill 
failed to pass in the House, and as the Legislature took no action 
_ to prevent the making of the lease of the North Carolina Railroad (588) 
to the Richmond and Danville Railroad Company or the South- 
ern Railway Company, and has never attempted to have the same an- 
nulled, it would seem that the legislative department is committed to the 
validity of the lease. The Governor’s threat, made in 1897, should have 
no influence in this case, in any view, but it may also be said of it that it 
was contrary to the well-defined policy of the executive department, both 
before and after his incumbency. | 

As to.the ruling of the Judge of the Superior Court, it can add noth- | 
ing to the case in favor of the plaintiffs, he not having appellate juris- 
diction, and besides, his ruling was seemingly erroneous upon a well-set- 
tled principle which requires the lower courts to respect and observe the 
decisions of this Court until they are overruled or reversed. 

We have discussed these matters because the facts are in the case and 
to exclude the inference that we had overlooked them, but we consider 
them as manifestly irrelevant and as being entitled to no weight in form- — 
ing our conclusion, except the facts found by the Judge, which tend to 
show that executive and legislative sanction was given to the construc-_ 
tion of the charters which this Court adopted years ago. 

As by virtue of the authority vested by the law in us, we require re- 
spect for submission to our decisions, we should not do less than render 
_ the same degree of respect to them ourselves, and not overrule them, 

even if we should differ from .our ey ners who were as able as we 
- to decide wisely, impartially and correctly, unless the 1 injury is so great 
as to imperatively demand such action, and provided that in doing’ so we 
— do not commit a greater wrong and inflict greater injury than we would 
_ by adopting the opposite course. If we have overruled cases in the past, 
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it was because we found that no appreciable harm would be done in those 

particular instances. We have unanimously overruled a case at 
(589) this term, and reinstated a former precedent, precisely for the 

reason that no rights had accrued under the overruled case and 
no injury would therefore result, but on the contrary, to let it stand and 
thereby set aside the former precedent, which it had itself overruled, 
would have greatly impaired if not utterly destroyed rights which had 
been acquired upon the faith of the correctness and stability of the first 
decision. 

No principle of the law has been more carefully preserved and cher- 
ished than the one embodied in the ancient maxim of stare decisis, which 
has been found to be essential, under an enlightened public policy, to 
prevent wrong and to execute simple justice. The people yield submis- 
. sion to the law, as expounded by the courts, because they have respect 
for their judgments and confidence in their integrity of purpose; but 
if by a shifting and vacillating course of decision the law becomes un- 
settled, and inevitable disaster and oppression follow the uncertainty 
thus created, they will forfeit that respect and confidence which Judges 
should so much desire and which is so important to the proper adminis- 
tration of the law and to the welfare of the State. The people may then 
well say tous: “Keep (not) the word of promise to our ear and break 
it to our hope.” Better it will be to be guided by that salutary and con- 
servative maxim of the common law, which our predecessors so much 
revered and have admonished us to follow, and which an eminent author . 
has said “furnishes indubitable evidence of the law-abidingness of the 
English-speaking people, a feature which is indelibly stamped upon every 
aspect of their civil and political life.” 

The defendant’s counsel contended that a plaintiff must have a case of 
substantial merit when he applies to a court of equity for relief, and 
that. no such case is presented in this record. We have refrained from 
discussing that phase of the case at length, though there is much to be 

said in regard to it. How the plaintiffs have been prejudiced in 
(590) any way as stockholders, we have been unable to see, as the 
market price of the stock has advanced from $30 to $70 per share 
since the lease was made, their property has been enhanced in value by 
improvements and betterments and the lessor company has apparently 

a brighter prospect than it ever had before, as under the former man- 
agément it was in a languishing condition. But notwithstanding the 
plaintiffs have not as yet been substantially damaged in the least, we 
have considered their case upon its legal merits, and as if they had heen, | 
or upon the assumption that whether substantially damaged or not, they 
may as stockholders attack the validity of the lease, and further as if 
they had really brought this suit in good faith to right what they con- 
ceive to be a wrong. ve 
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His Honor, Judge Long, though himself expressing a doubt as to the 
correctness of the former rulings of this Court, deemed it his duty, as he 
declared, to follow the settled rule of the law and not to disturb the con- 
struction of words more than-once solemnly adjudicated. After a most 
careful and intelligent statement of the facts and an able and forceful 
presentation of the law of the case, his Honor held that the lease is valid: 
and that the plaintiffs are not entitled to the relief they demand, and, 
having so found, he adjudged that the action be dismissed at the cost of 
the plaintiffs. In the findings of fact, in the opinion of the Court as to 
the law and as to its duty in the premises, and in the judgment rendered, 
we fully concur. 

Before concluding we must advert to ave: matter which it seems 
to us affects the integrity and authority of this Court. It is always a 
matter for regret when any questions are brought into discussion which 
have no proper place in a judicial opinion of any kind, and especially - 
where those questions not only do not relate to the law of the case, but 
are entirely foreign thereto, and, while of public importance, are 
only political in their nature and fit subjects for debate on the (591) 
-hustings or in the legislative hall, and not in this forum. We 
must decline to enter upon the consideration of any such matters, but 
confine ourselves to the facts stated in the record and the law arising 
thereon, a8 we are enjoined to do and as the good example of our prede- 
cessors, 1f nothing else, should lead us to do. If we unsettle the founda- 
tions of the law by substituting our own. individual opinion of what is 
right, often biased-and prejudiced, for the safer, wiser and more tem- 
perate rule of the law, we will surely bring discredit upon our decisions 
and justly merit, as we will certainly receive, the congennaos of the 


people. : 
We find no error in the rulings of the Court. 
Affirmed. 


Brown, J., concurring: I coneur fully in the able and exhaustive 
opinion of Mr. Justice Walker, who speaks for the Court in this case. 
As to whether the lease of the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad 
was wise or not is not for this Court to say. Suffice it that it was made © 
by the administration of Governor Avcock, an able and patriotic son of 
our State, after long and patient consideration and supported by a well- 
defined and pronounced public sentiment, so much so that the succeeding 
General Assembly refused to take any steps to disturb it. The State 
and other stockholders are now in receipt of a large revenue from it— 
something they never received before. , I shall not discuss the wisdom or 
folly of government ownership of railroads, State or National. Those 
who wish to be informed as to the wretched failure of this State in 
managing and owning railroad property will-do well to read the able 
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article of the Hon. Thomas B. Womack on the subject in the December 

number, 1906, of World’s Work. The reader will also be enlightened as 
to the enormous losses of the States of Missouri and Pennsylvania 

(592) when engaged in similar business, by reading the instructive 
article of Mr. C. M. Keys in the same number of that magazine. 


Crarx, C. J., dissenting: Passing by the patent objections (1) that 
the so-called lease was made at a meeting irregularly called, due notice. 
thereof not having been given as required by the charter, and held at a 
place not designated in the call; (2) that the deposit of bonds required 
by the lease to be made ‘before the lease should become effective has not 
been made as stipulated, and (3) that freight rates have already been in- 
creased in violation of the express provision that this should not be done, 
which was an indispensable agreement without which the lease would 
not have been made, we will come at once to the fatal defect, that the 
company was without any power whatever in its charter to lease out its 
property and franchises and thus wholly abdicate the discharge of those 
duties in consideration of the undertaking to render which its charter 
cand franchises were granted. All authorities concur, and even the de- 
fendant admits that the lease could not be legally made unless in the 
charter, or by special act of the Legislature, the power to lease was ‘ex- 
-pressly conferred. “The lease by a railroad company of all its road, 
rolling-stock and franchises for which no authority is given In its char- 
ter, is ultra vires and void,” says the highest court of the Union. Thomas 

OTe de 104, Us ie R. R. v. R. R., 118 U. Ss Ce Transportation 
Co. v. Pullman, 139 U. S., 49. 

The attempted lease is all the more ener in this case, because 
not only is there no such power in the charter, or in any statute, but the - 
State being the owner of a great majority of the stock, the control of this 
great work, held in trust for all the people, and for future generations, 
should not pass to the hands of a non-resident syndicate to be operated 

for their profit and emolument and in furtherance of their own 
(5938) policies of aggrandizement, and to the destruction of the last hope 

of the accomplishment of the great public policy of a system: of 
State Internal Improvements so wisely laid out and planned by our 
fathers and paid for out of a constricted public treasury, without con- 
sulting the people of the State represented in their Legislature, when 
the General Assembly was to assemble within less than four months. 
There should have been a halt made before the control of a great piece 
of public property, built out of the taxes of the people, was handed over 
to strangers,,and put beyond further operation in the public interest, 


until at least the people whose property it was could have been consulted. 


The haste of the lessee to accomplish this transfer without consulting 
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the real owners of the property and their Legislature—the only body 
which had power to confer a right to lease it—must be noted. Why was 
not the opportunity given the General Assembly to express the public 
wish as to this disposition of so large a part of the State’s property? Why 
was not time allowed at least to give due notice of the meeting as re- 
quired by the charter, and why was not the meeting held at the place 
named in the call? Why were not the bonds stipulated to be deposited 
so deposited before the lessee took possession of the State’s property, and 
why has the stipulation against an increase of rates, without which the 
contract would not have been made, been so soon ignored and disre- 
garded? All these indicia:of haste would be potent in considering the 
validity of a transaction in which private parties engaged; why should 
they not be considered and weighed when they concern the transfer for- 
ever from the people of the State, without consulting their representa- 
tives in the General Assembly, of the control of so great and valuable 
a property, and which is on the point in the near future of becoming im- 
mensely more valuable with our increasing wealth and population, and 
the retention of the control of which would, by the State’s regula- 

tion of its rates and charges, be so important a factor and check (594) 
upon the rates charged by the other railroads of the State which 

have passed into the control of other non-resident syndicates? . 

Section 18 of the charter provides as follows: “The said company 
may, when they see proper, farm out the right of transportation over 
said railroad, subject to the rules above mentioned, and the said com- 
pany and every person who may have received from them the right of 
transportation of goods, wares and produce on said railroad shall be 
deemed a common carrier as respects all goods, wares and merchandise 
entrusted to them for transportation.” 

Tt must be apparent to any one who -reads that paragraph of the char- 
ter that it did not authorize the company to make any lease of all its 
rights, properties and franchises; yet that is the sole réliance of the de- © 
fendant in its search for legislative power conferred to make the lease. 
The meaning of these words cannot be more clearly stated than by 
Bynum, J., 72 N. C., at p. 648, who, after stating that not a single de- 
cision in this, State or elsewhere had ever maintained such a construc- 
tion—and it may be added than not one here or elsewhere has done so 
since—adds: “A right of transportation over a road is one thing, and the 
road itself with its engines, shops and property is certainly another, and 
these can no more be confounded than rent can be with the land out of 
which it issues. One is a right of passage over the corpus, the other is 
the corpus itself. <A lease of the road would carry the right of transpor- 
tation as an incident, but the right of transportation would not carry the 
road, for if so, every Mere at a toll-gate who buys a ticket over a 
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turnpike for a year or a term of years thereby acquires a lease of the 
road and its management. Nothing is more common than for all roads, 
with connecting lines, to farm out the right of transportation over their 
lines, and in this day of close connections and rapid transit the 
(595) practise is indispensable to successful business. We every day see 
. this right farmed out to express companies and by one company 
for the cars and freight of another and for special purposes. At many of 
our depots we see freight cars painted and marked the ‘Yellow Line,’ the 
‘Green Line, the ‘Blue Line.’ What does it all mean? These cars be- 
long to vast incorporated companies of these names: which are doing 
nearly all the fast transportation of the United States; yet they do not, 
as I am informed, own a mile of road. Their business is to furnish cars 
and freight which they agree to deliver. In order to do so, they hire or 
farm from the railroad companies the right of transportation over their 
lines at stipulated rates and speed. One company furnishes the road and 
motive power and farms out the right of transportation to the other 
company, which supplies the rolling-stock and delivers the freight.” 
Judge Bynum then proceeds and conclusively shows the origin and use 
for 200 years of the term “farm out the right of transportation” and how 
it came to be inserted in railroad charters, and that its signification has 
always been as above stated, and has never at any time been under- 
stood as conferring the right to sell or lease the railroad property and 
franchises. He then truthfully added: “No authority or decision is 
cited to sustain this lease, and we may fairly conclude that the judgment 
here is without a precedent.” | | 
The foregoing is quoted from the dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice 
Bynum in S. v. RB. R., 72 N. C., 640. That dissent was well received by 
the profession at the time and, the writer believes, has since been gen- 
erally deemed by it as the true statement of the law, like Judge Iredell’s 
famous dissent in Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 U.S., 419; and Justice Brown’s 
dissent in Income Tax Case, Reagan v. Trust Co., 154 U. S., 362. The 
opinion of the Court was supported, as Judge Bynum said, by not 
(596) a single citation then, and no opinion has been since rendered that 
sustains 1t. On the contrary, on every occasion in which it has 
since been referred to, this Court has either markedly refrgined from en- 
dorsing it or has intimated against its correctness. | 
The able and learned counsel in this case did not argue that this iso- 
- lated decision was correct, nor is the opinion of the Court herein based 
on. its correctness. The defense rest their case upon the doctrine stare 
decisis—and though “decisis” is in the plural, the defendant’s counsel 
presented but that single case. When a decision is wrong this Court has 
overruled it, though it has been again and again repeated, notably 
Hoke v. Henderson, 15 N. ©., 1; Watson v. Watson, 56 N. C., 400, and 
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there are many others. Certainly when there is only one decision, and 
that is clearly wrong upon its face, 1s supported by no precedent, before 
or since, and is opposed to the public policy of the State, it would be 
singular if the courts:-were compelled to repeat the error instead of cor- 
recting it. Nor can the doctrine that the decision has “become a rule of 
property” be invoked. Railroad leases are not a matter of everyday 
dealing. This is the first time since the case in the 72 N. C. that the 
construction of such a clause has been presented to the Court.:The clause 
construed is not even a provision of a general law, but 1s merely a clause 
in a private act, and now a similar clause in another private act is before 
us. If the former construction was wrong, now at the first opportunity 
it should be corrected. The former decision after it was made was con- 
clusive between the parties thereto and as to that charter. It would not 
have been conclusive even between the same parties in a second lease, 
especially after the doubt cast upon it, and for this reason when ‘a second 
lease was proposed it was signed at midnight to avoid an injunction 
_ from a State court and the lessee obtained in the Federal District Court 
a validating decision, which is not put upon the correctness of 

the decision in 72 N. C,, 634. The Judge (Simonton), a good (597) 
lawyer, was careful to put his ruling upon the sole ground that 

the Supreme Court of the State had so held. FR. R. v. R. R., 81 Fed., 
595. 

A construction by the Court of one private statute does not establish 
a rule of property as to rights claimed under another private statute, al- 
though the language of the two may be similar, or even identical. Wal- 
hamson v. Berry, 8 How. (U. 8.), 495; Hatch v. Burroughs, 1 Woods, 
439; Barber v. R. R., 166 U. S., 48; Wood v. Brady, 150 U. S., 18. The 
charters of both the North Carolina Railroad and of the Atlantic and 
North Carolina Railroad have been held to be private statutes. Hughes 
v. Commissioners, 107 N. C., 598; Durham v. R. R., 108 N. C., 399; 
Logan v. R. R., 116 N.C, 940, 

Besides what is above ae this lease should not be held Te becanse 
of an erroneous decision, between other parties, construing a clause in 
another and different private ‘act, and which decision has never since 
been held correct, for many reasons among them: 

(1) When 8. v. B. B.,.72 N. C., 634, was decided it received the vote 
of but three Judges out of five, and the lower Court (Albertson) had 
held against its validity. It has been argued that the lease having been 
made by. the executive department, charged with operating the property, 
the courts should not intervene. Ii is clear that this is a mistaken view, 
for to the legislative, not to the executive department, belonged the func- 
tion of permitting the property to be leased, and the trust confided to the 
State directors by the statute was to operate the State’s property, not to 
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lease it and pass its control away from the State into alien hands, as 
was well said by Bynum, J., in 72 N: C. 
(2). The decision in the 72 N. C., 634, was not only called in question 
by the division of the Judges, and the inherent error apparent on 
(598) inspection, but it has never been held to be correct since, not even 
(as we have seen) in the opinion in the Federal Court, 81 Fed., 
595, which sustained the second lease of the North Carolina Railroad, 
not because the decision in 72 N. C., 634, was correct, but simply be- 
cause 1t had been made in a case to which that railroad had been a party. 
In the following cases only has it been referred to in this Court since, 
and in not one of them with approval: In S. v. R&R. &., 73 N. C., 529, 
Rodman, J., who had not sat in S. v. R. R., 72 N. C., 634, because in- 
terested as a stockholder in the North Carolina Railroad, referred to the 
said decision in the 72 as res judicata (which it was as between the 
parties), and held that the State could not forbid the lessee to change 
the gauge. He placed his opinion in the 73 N. C. on the ground that the 
Legislature could not forbid the change of gauge upon the since wholly 
discredited and overthrown doctrine that the State could not in any re- 
spect regulate the management of the railroad, neither its rates of fare. 
and freight nor the location of its station-houses nor any other detail of 
its economic management. Bynum, J., again dissented, and time has 
vindicated his judgment. Indeed, Pearson, C. J., had long previously, in| 
State v. Matthews, 48 N. C., 459, held the true doctrine that the Legis- 
lature, notwithstanding the charter, could “afterwards regulate the speed 
at which the cars shall run” and control railroads in other respects, add- 
ing “the sovereign being g presumed to reserve to itself the right of regula- 
tion of all such matters in the absence of an express contract to the con- 
trary.” 

S.v. Rh. R ., 72 N. C., 634, was first mentioned again a 116 N. C., 
945, where this Court merely said that the validity of the lease was “res 
judicata’ between the parties, but no intimation was given that it had 
been correctly so held. In 120 N. C., 624, the General Assembly.ad-_ 
dressed an inquiry to the Supreme Court, in whose reply, through 

Chief Justice Faircloth, it is said: “Without expressing any in- 

(599) timation either way upon the question whether the power to lease 

. its road is vested in the North Carolina Railroad Company by its 

charter,” etc. The inquiry was upon a clause in a pending bill by 

which it was sought to validate the new lease of the North Carolina Rail- 

road. The Court refused to say that the decision in 72 N. C. was correct, 
and the bill did not pass. 

S.v. BR. &., 72 N. C., 634, was next wnentioned 4 in ini: wv. R. R., 129 - 
N. C., 358; mee the Court, referring to the second lease of the North 
Carolina Railroad, said: “7 f the lease is valid because made subsequent 
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- to the decision of a dividend Court in 8. v. Rk. B., 72 N. C., 634,” ete., and 
also said, p. 356: “If it were a new question the Court might possibly 
hold with Judge Bynum.” The Court thus recognized that as to the’ 
North Carolina Railroad the matter was res judicata, but refused to 
approve the decision. The next and last reference was made by Mr. 
Justice Connor in Land Co. v. Hotel, 132 N. C., 533, where he says: 
“Bynum, J., in his very able dissenting opinion in S. v. A. &., 72 N. C., 
_ 645, says ‘No railroad scheme was ever devised by more of the wisdom 
and patriotism of the State. It was intended to be in fact what it was 
in name, the North Carolina Railroad, which, when completed from the 
Atlantic to the Tennessee line, would radiate a uniform system of lateral 
roads connecting all parts of the State in a common brotherhood by an 
easy and convenient intercommunication of trade and travel.” Judge 
Connor further says (p. 534): “It is difficult to believe that the policy 
of the State for nearly a century.was to be reversed and the prospective 
seaport was to be hampered by the grant of the absolute ownership of 
the entire water-front thereof, separate and distinct from the ownership 
of the abutting lands; that the State was to. part with this property 
which it held in trust fcr all of its citizens. Nothing save a clear 
declaration of such purpose would justify such conclusion.” This (600) 
was found so “difficult to believe” that Judge Connor, speaking 

for us, held that we did not believe it. Certainly, then, we cannot believe, 
without “a clear declaration of such purpose,” that the State intended to 
grant away the control, not merely of a water-front, but of the line of 
railroad which she hace built to that port and “held 1 in trust for all its 
cltizens,”’ 

Thus we see that the solitary case invoked to wrest this property peat 
the State was not only, as Judge Bynum said, “without authority or de- 
cision cited to sustain it and without a precedent,” but it has received 
no support since from ‘any decision in any other court, and always, when 
referred to since in this Court, it has either been cited only as being res 
judicata of that particular lease or a strong intimation of its doubtful 
character was recorded. This, as well as the other circumstances caleu- 
lated to discredit its authority, were well known to the defendant, and 
it took this lease little more than ninety days before the Legislature 
would meet, which could alone confer the power to lease, according to 
the decisions of the United States Supreme Court and all other prece- 
dents, and now asks us to hold such lease valid because of that one en- 
tirely unsupported decision. The lessee knew it had been questioned and | 
doubted. It took with notice that it was not an “approved precedent.” — 

(3) The citation of the lease of the North Carolina Railroad Com- 
pany is peculiarly unfortunate. » The history of the means by which 
that first lease was procured is not in this record, but there was nothing 
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in its negotiation which could recommend it as a precedent. The com- 
pany now operating it as lessee reports to the Corporation Commission 
that it made, for the year ending 30 June, 1906, over $1,000,000 net 
profits after paying the rental, all operating expenses of all kinds, in- 

cluding maintenance of equipment and of roadways, damages, 
(601) salaries, taxes and charges of all kinds. Thus the people of the 

State have paid the rent and taxes for the lessee and all expenses 
of every kind, and we are presenting the lessees in addition yearly a net 
profit of over $1,000,000. The Corporation Commission Reports are as 
official as those of this Court or of the State Treasury, and may properly 
be referred to. . With this annual less of over $1,000,000 to the people of | 
the State from the decision of a divided Court, which decision has not 
since been approved, we might well refuse to approve it now, when an- 
other piece of the State’s property is about to pass from its control and 
the sole authority invoked is that decision. This leasehold of the North 
Carolina Railroad, which cost the lessee nothing, and on which the peo- 
ple are paying the rent and all expenses, besides making the lessee an 
annual present of over $1,000,000, is said to be counted in its mortgage 
as worth $12,000,000—a princely gift, In truth, on a 4 per cent. basis, 
the lease is worth $25,000,000, and this value will 3 increase unless rates of 
transportation are largely reduced, 

If the lease is ultra vires there could be no ratification of it. If the 
words conferring the right “to farm out transportation over the road” 
could not confer on the company the right to lease the road itself and 
all its property and franchises, certainly the receipt of rent from an il-. 
legal lease could not confer the power to lease which the Legislature has 
not given. 

In &. fh. v. BR. R., 130 UL S., 22, Moller, J., said, wading hes. %, 
Riche, L. R.. ra eee of Lords, 633: “A contract not within the scope 
of the powers conferred on a corporation cannot be made valid by the 
assent of every one of the shareholders, nor can it by any partial per- 
formance become the foundation of a right of action.” This is cited and | 

approved in Transportation Co. v. Pullman, 1389 U.S., 55. In the’ 
(602) same case and in Thomas v. R. R., 101 U.S., 88, is a full collec- 

tion of authorities from the highest courts in this country and in 
England, all holding that “a railorad company has granted to it by char- 
ter a franchise intended in large measure to be exercised for the public 
good, the due performance of those functions being the consideration of 
the publie grant, any contract which disables the corporation from per- 
forming those functions, which undertakes without the consent of the 
State to transfer to others the rights and powers conferred by the char- 
ter, and relieve the grantees of the burden which it imposes, is a viola- 
tion of the contract with the State and is void as against public policy.” 
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Repeated reference has been made in opinions of this Court to the 
wise and patriotic system of railroads which our fathers planned and — 
built. Seventy years ago they began with an efficient system of State 
regulation of railroads by the only practical plan of State ownership. 
Now when all the world has turned to that system, by either taking over 
the sole ownership or a controlling interest—save only this country and 
England, in both of which the tide is setting in the same direction—we 
have before us the question of the validity of transferring to alien hands 
the last piece of the State’s once magnificent. patrimony. 

It may be well to recall the method by which that patrimony has x piece 
by piece disappeared, as shown in our statutes and judicial reports and 
_ by common knowledge: 

As long as the Wilmington and Weldon Railroad Company vecatved 
a bare support from a sparse population and an impoverished country it 
was undisturbed, but as soon as it gave unmistakable signs of becoming 
profitable a syndicate, by insisting that the State could not properly 
manage the road because it had not till then been profitable, procured the 
_ passage of an act by which the State exchanged its-shares in that 

_ road for the same face value of its bonds. As those bonds were (603) 
then quoted around 35, and there is good reason to believe that 

the stock has since been watered more than 25-fold—Douglas, J., in 
Corporation Commission v. Rh. R., 187 N. C., 25—the syndicate is now 
recelving dividends on more than $70 from the public for every $1 in- 
vested in acquiring from the State this valuable property. . Next the 
North Carolina Railroad gave signs of becoming valuable, and then the 
present Northern syndicate made it a leasehold property, now worth 
over $25,000,000, from which they receive an annual profit of over: $1,- 
000,000, as we have seen next came the Raleigh and Gaston and Raleigh 
and Augusta Railroads, whose State stock was acquired by the process of 
being exchanged for depreciated State bonds, and their stock has been 
watered 6-fold; then the Western North Carolina Railroad was sold for 
a beggarly sum and bonded and stocked (as the Railroad Commission 
Reports of that day showed) for $74,550 per mile, on which the public 
are to pay dividends and interest. And now the last fragment of the 
State’s great system, the Benjamin of our hopes, is to pass into, alien 
hands. It lingered last only be¢ause it was the last to show signs of com- 
ing profitableness. | | | 

In &. fh. v. Wellman, 148 U.S., 339, the Supreme Court of the United 
States held that if a Legislature fixed rates that would permit a railroad 
company to earn 4 per cent. net on the true value of its property, after 
purging its expense account by legal investigation from exorbitant sal- 
aries and illegal disbursements, the courts could not interfere. As the 
State now parts with the control of its last railroad on the ground that 
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it has not hitherto been profitable, it is well to recall that the same pleas © 
were made by syndicates who were anxious to relieve the State of the 
7 burden of the other State railroads now so profitable, and that if 
(604) they had not been hearkened to, the people of this State would 

now be paying no taxes of any kind whatever, or’ would be receiv- 
ing reduction in freights and fares of the amount of all their taxes. Ilh- 
nois and New Jersey are both free from payment of any.or a large part 
of their State taxes by reason of those States acting wisely as to 1ts own- 
ership of railroads. 

By the report of the Corporation Gennes for the present year, it 
appears that (using round numbers) the State taxes. are $2,500,000, 
county taxes aggregate $2,500,000, town taxes $1,500,000, school taxes 
$1,500,000—a total of $8,000,000 of taxes. During the same time the 
receipts of railroads within this State from intrastate freight and pas- 
sengers and its pro rata, according to mileage, from through traffic, was 
(counting on the same rate of increase since 30 June) over $23,000,000. 
Their expenses, by their own showing, unpurged as suggested in the 
above decision in the 148 U. 8., was $17,000,000, leaving $10,000,000 
net profits, most of which has been carried out of the State to our im- 
-poverishment. Not all of this has been earned, it is true, on the rail- 
roads whose controlling interest was once owned by the State which 
could haye thus retained an efficient control. These figures are pertinent, 
and should well make us pause before we hold valid this passing 0 ver to 
alien hands of the State’s last property upon the authority of a single de- 
cision, erroneots on its face, without precedent when delivered by a di- 
vided Court, and which has not been since approved, not even in this 
case, nor has it been followed till now. 

We were told on the argument that the lease should be favored, if the 
law was doubtful, because State management was bad and free passes 
had heen illegally issued. These arguments would have been more in 
place in an argument before the General Assembly upon an application 

for authority to lease, but if it was admissible for counsel to pre- 
(605) sent it, it is not improper to say that the publicity possible under 

State ownership enabled the discovery to be made of this handful 
of illegal passes issued by the Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad 
Company. What would have been the discovery if the same calcium-light 
of publicity had been turned upon the syndicate-owned railroads? Would 
it have been better? In S. v. R. #., 122 N. C., 1069, Douglas, J., states 
that the number of free passes in this State were then over 100,000. 

As to the management of the railroads under private ownership, it 
has been more profitable certainly, but profitable to whom? Not to the 
public, who pay into the treasuries of the syndicates over ten million 
dollars in excess of all expenses and some seven million five hundred 
thousand dollars after paying their taxes and rentals, and after al- 
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lowing 4 per cent. net profit on the $70,000,000, at which they list the 
true value of their properties. Is there any cause in this to increase the 
- number of privately owned railroads at a loss to the State of her last re- 
maining railroad ? 

But finally, we were told by their counsel that these corporations are 
at least better managed than when in the State’s hands. Are the daily 
reports of wrecks, deaths of passengers and employees, missed connec- 
tions and delayed freights fewer than when the State owned the railroads 
and public opinion exerted a direct pressure upon officials? Are the sal- 
aries of the higher officials less, or the pay of the working force greater, 
or their hours shorter than when the officials in charge of the railroads . 
knew that the public eye was upon them and the public could command 
their faithful discharge of duty. 

When the divided Court in 73 N. C. denied the right of the Legisla- 
ture to regulate the gauge, Judge Bynum asserted that the State did 
have that power, and with prophetic vision foretold that the gauge would 
be changed back and that there would be the same gauge through- 
out the Union. It has come to pass. He also said this, 72 N. C. (606) 
at p. 654, which comes more and more clear to the sight of all 
men as the years unfold before us: “The rapid multiplication of these 
bodies, their resources and. far-reaching ambition, their ubiquity and 
vast combinations, all moved and directed by concentrated power and 
talent, constitute them a distinct and almost independent and over- 
shadowing power in our governments, and in fact the great social and 
political problem of the age. Whether they shall control the government 
or government shall contro] them, are questions that are forcing them- 
selves upon public attention and fast assuming practical importance. 
They should and will be maintained in the exercise of all their essential 
and legitimate powers as necessary and useful institutions of modern 
civilization. But if in addition to the dangerous power of transferring 
all their property and franchises to anybody and anywhere, it should 
also be held that their corporate powers are such contracts as put them 
beyond the reach of all legislative check or control in the interest of so- 
ciety, then the problem will have been solved. The government, in my — 
opinion, will have abdicated its sovereignty, heretofore supposed to be’ 
inalienable, and society will be left without protection to chartered irre- 
sponsibility.” 


Cited: Hull v. Brown, 144 N. C., 120; Chappell v. White, 146 N. e 
577; Mason v. Cotton Co., 148 N. C., 510, 517; 8S. v. Fulton, 149 N. C., 
AST : Water Co. v. Trustees, 151 N, C., 176; Power Co. v. Nav. Co., 152 
N. C., 492; Walson v. Taylor, 154 N. C., 218; Jones v. Williams, 155 
N. C., 190; Harnhardi v. R. B., 157 N. C., 366; Acker v. Pridgen, 158 - 
N. C,, 340; Penn v. Tel. Co., 159 N. C., 313; Owens ». Wright, oe 
Oy 134, 138; Weston v. Lumber Co., 162 N. C., 201. S 
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(607) — STATE v. THOMAS HUNTER. 
(Filed 19 February, 1907.) 


Indictment—Sufficiency of Evidence—Discretion of Trial Judge—NMistrial— 
Continuance—Corroborative Evidence—Bloodhounds. 


1. Evidence that defendant made a peculiar footprint, which was identified 
in soft ground in the morning following the burning of a house, being 
plain and distinct and leading off from the place, and that defendant’s 
shoes fitted the tracks, and that he denied burning the house before 
he was accused, was sufficient to go to the jury. 


2. Evidence that a bloodhound, well trained to track human beings and 
nothing else, and often used for the purpose, was put upon the tracks 
of the defendant and followed them until the defendant was “treed,” 
is sufficient to go to the jury as corroborative. 


8. It is in the discretion of the trial Judge to grant or refuse a mistrial and 
continuance, and his action is not reviewable. 


CRIMINAL ACTION, tried before Neal, J.,.and a jury, Fall Term, 1906, 
of Gates. Relevant evidence is stated in the opinion of the Court. 


Attorney-General and W. M. Bond for the State. 
L, L. Smith and Aydlett & Ehringhaus for defendant. 


Crarx, ©. J. Indictment for feloniously burning a storehouse 

(608) in the night-time. There was evidence that the ground behind the 
storehouse was soft and had been freshly plowed, and witness tes- 

tified that next morning the prisoner’s tracks were found there, leading 
off from the storehouse; that he had known prisoner all his life, and that 
the prisoner made a peculiar track; that having had white swelling when 
a boy, the prisoner’s left leg was two or three inches shorter than the 
other; that this made him walk on his left toes, the heel of that foot not 
touching the ground unless that foot went very deep into the ground; 
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that he knew prisoner’s track well, and that these were his tracks; that 
no one else in that neighborhood made such tracks; that these tracks 
were plain and distinct; that they led up behind the gin-house so that the 
person making them was screened from the dwelling-house, and led 
again off to the road which went to the prisoner’s house. Another wit- 
ness testified that he carried his bloodhound there the afternoon succeed- 
ing the fire; that the tracks were peculiar (and such as were described by 
first witness); that his dog is a clear-blooded English bloodhound, well 
trained to track human beings; he had often used him for that purpose, 
and that the dog will track nothing else; that he put the dog on these 
tracks; that the dog followed them through the field and across the road, 
when he seemed to catch the scent of something in the air, whereupon he 
broke off throvigh the woods, and when witness got up with the dog he 
had treed prisoner up a dogwood tree. That the prisoner said to wit- 
~ ness, “What does this mean? I didn’t do it.” That they took off pris- 
oner’s shoes, and they fitted the tracks exactly. 

There was evidence for prisoner and by him and evidence that his 
character was bad; but it is unnecessary to state prisoner’s evidence, as 
the jury found fdr the State, and the exceptions are (1) the admission 
of any evidence of the conduct of the dog; (2) the refusal of.a 
mistrial and a continuance that the prisoner might obtain other (609) 
evidence; (3.) the refusal to charge that there was no evidence to 
go to the jury; (4) that though the Court gave the prisoner’s prayer 
that “the acts and doings of the dog are not evidence-upon which you 
can rely as substantive evidence upon which you can convict the pris- 
oner,” the Court added, “but are circumstances in corroboration of the 
State’s testimony as to tracks. 8. v. Moore, 129 N. C., 498.” 

There was no error. 1. The conduct of the dog was competent evidence. 
Underhill Cr. Ev., p. 438, n. 5; 1 Wigmore Ev., sec. 177 (2); Hodges v 
State, 98 Ala., 10: Simpson v. State, 411 Ala., 6; Pedigo v. Common- 
wealth, 108 Ky,, 41: S.v. Hall, 3 Ohio N. P., “498. In the present case 
the requirement of other proof of the tracks being those of the prisoner, 
as stated in S. v. Moore, 129 N. C., 502,.was complied with. It is com- 
mon knowledge that trained bloodhounds can follow the scent of a hu- 
man track under such circumstances as here stated. The sense of smell 
in such animals is abnormally acute and their conduct is at least suffi- 
cient as corroborative evidence to be submitted to a jury. Such animals 
are used by the State to track escaping convicts, and this has never been 
deemed illegal.’ Within the range of their intelligence the conduct of 
animals has always been deemed worthy of consideration. Among many 
instances Lord Campbell in his life of Sir Thomas More (2 Lord Chan- 
. eellors, 37) quotes that of the beggar-woman’s little dog, which having 
been. bought by his wife of a thief, the Lord Chancellor allowed the beg- 
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gar-woman to prove her property by the dog’s recognition of her. Then 
there 1s the classical incident of Ulysses, on his return from his memor- 
able wanderings, being recognized by his dog Argos (who died from joy), 
though his family and his followers knew him not. There is the more 

modern incident of Aubry’s dog of Montargis, who procured the 
(610) confession of his master’s murderer by his recognition of him. 

And there are many other incidents that can be readily recalled. 

A trial is a search after truth, and the law rejects no evidence, however 
humble, which in common knowledge may be a guide to a successful 
search. The evidence will always be submitted to the jury unless too re- 
mote to be of any probable assistance. | 

2. The refusal of a mistrial and continuance after the evidence was 
all in rested in the sound discretion of his Honor, and is ‘not reviewable. 

3. His Honor properly refused to withdraw the case from the jury. 
Independent of the corroborative evidence from the trailing by the dog, 
the evidence as to the identity of the tracks was before the jury. Under- 
hill Cr. Ev., sec. 874; S.v. Graham, 74 N. C., 649; S. v. Leitz, 83 N. C., 
636; S. v. Daniels, 184 N. C., 655. There was also the remark of the 
prisoner, when found up the tree, denying the crime, though he had not 
been charged with it. 

4, The amendment of the prayer by adding that the trailing of the 
dog, though not substantive evidence, was corraborative, was in accord 
with what was said in S. v. Moore, 129 N. C., 498. 


No Error. 


Cited: 8, v. Spivey, 151 N. C., 679; S. v. Norman, 153 N..C., 593; 
S.v. Taylor, 159 N. C., 467; S. v. Thompson, 161 N. C., 242; 8. v. Bur- 
ney, 162 N. C., 614; 8. v. English, 164 N. C., 506; 8. v. Andrews, 166 
N..C., 351. | 





(611) 
STATH v. W. C. DAVIS et al. 


(Filed 19 February, 1907.) 


Indictment—Pubdlic Roads—Bridges—Land-owner Need Not Keep in Repair 
When Afterwards Made. 


When the public road is made after the land-owner has cut his ditches for 


draining, he is not required to keep the bridges in repair that are sub- 
sequently placed over them. 


THIs was’ an indictment against the defendants, tried before his | 
Honor, MeNeill, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1906, of Hypx, upon a bill 
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charging them with refusing and neglecting to keep up certain bridges 
in the said county. Upon the following special verdict the Court ad- 
judged that the defendants were not guilty, and the State appealed. 


Sproran Verpict.—The jury being duly sworn and impaneled in this 
cause, for their verdict find the following to be the facts, to-wit: 

That prior to and at the time of the laying out of the road and estab- 
lishing same by the Commissioners of Hyde County, Q. M. Davis, the 
father of the defendants, W. C. Davis, C. W. Davis, Olivia Mann, and 
George Davis, owned the tract of land over which the road was laid out 
and established, and had the same drained by ditches which were neces- 
sary for the proper drainage thereof. That Q. M. Davis is dead, and the 
defendants, other than W. D. Mann, who: has intermarried with Olivia 
Davis, are the heirs of Q. M. Davis ‘and own and hold the said tract of 
land, which is a farm, as heirs of Q. M. Davis. That in 1857 the Com- 
missioners of Hyde County, upon petition of Q. M. Davis and others, 
laid out and established the public road set out in the bill of indictment 
over the ditch and across the said tract of farm land. That at the 
time of establishing the said road the ditches were used and (612) 
necessary for the drainage of the said farm, and no ditches al- 
leged in the bill of indictment have been cut across the road since the 
establishment thereof by the defendants or those under whom they claim. 
That the owners of the road since its establishment have maintained and 
kept the bridges until the last one or two years. 

That at the time of and before the establishment of said road the said 
ditches were as they now are, and said road was laid out across ditches 
which at that time and in same manner now drain said farm of defend- 


ants. That said ditches do not drain the public road, and are not neces- 


sary to the drainage thereof. That the defendants have failed and neg- 
lected to keep said bridges across the said ditches in repair, and same 
were, at the time this action was commenced, unsafe for public travel. 
That the overseer of said road gave due notice for ten days to defendants 
to repair said bridges, and they refused more than ten days, and still re- 
fuse, to repair same. 

If upon the foregoing facts the Court shall be of opinion as a matter 
of law that the defendants are guilty, the jury find them guilty; if upon 
said facts the Court be of opinion that as a matter of law on the said 
facts the defendants are not guilty, the jury find them not guilty. 

No ditches are referred to in this verdict except such as may have 
been cut before the road:was laid out. 

Upon the foregoing verdict the Court is of opinion that defendants are 
not guilty, and so adjudges. The Solicitor for the State excepts to the 
foregoing judgment and appeals to the Supreme Court. 
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Attorney-General and W. M. Bond for the State. 
Aydlett & Ehringhaus for defendants. 


brown, J. It appears that defendant constructed certain 
(613) ditches through his land for the purpose of draining it; that 
some time afterward a public road was established across defend- 

ant’s land and bridges placed by the authorities across the ditches. 

We know of no law which charges an owner of land with the duty of 
keeping bridges in repair when the road 1s established after he constructs 
his ditches. Section 2697 of the Revisal does not cover this case, but 
only cases where the owner of the land constructs a ditch across a public 
road then in existence. Nobles v. Langley, 66 N. C., 287, relied on by the 
State, 1s no authority, for the reason that in that case the public road 
was established before the ditch was dug across it. 

Affirmed. 





STATE v. G. F. SIMMONS. 
(Filed 12 March, 1907.) 


Indictment—Concealed Weapons—Huaceptions—Ignorance—Good Faith—Ad- 
vice—Intention—J uries—Facts—Charge—Hrr or—Jurors Polled—Intima- 


tion of Opinion, 


1. In order to come within the exception of the statute (Revisal 1905, sec. 
3708) prohibiting the carrying of concealed weapons, the defendant, 
otherwise having the authority, must have been in the actual perform- 
ance of his duties at the time. 

2. A person acting in ignorance of the law in good faith and upon advice of 
the Clerk of the Court or of an attorney, but in violation of the statute © 
prohibiting the carrying of concealed weapons, is not excused. 

3. The intention of the defendant to conceal a weapon on his person is imma- 
terial, if from his own testimony it appears that he necessarily knew 

| that he was carrying it concealed. 

4. Juries should not only find the facts, but they should draw their own con- 
clusions therefrom uninfluenced by the acts or language of the Court; 
and the language of a charge, “if you believe the evidence, the defend- 
ant is guilty, and you will return a verdict of guilty,” is improper, 
though, standing alone, not reversible error.. 

5. It is error for the Court below, when informed by the jury in answer to 
his question, that some of them believed the defendant guilty and some 
not guilty, to poll the jury, ascertain from each that he believed the 
evidence, and then again instruct them, “if they believed the evidence, 
to return a verdict of guilty,” it being an intimation of opinion upon the 
facts and calculated to prevent an impartial consideration of the case. 


(614) | 
-Jnprormrent for carrying a concealed weapon, tried before Jones, J., 
and a jury, November Term, 1906, of Lenoir. From verdict and judg- 


- ment, defendant appealed. 
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_ The defendant was indicted for carrying a concealed weapon, to-wit, 
a pistol. He attempted to justify upon the ground that he was Bird 
and Game Warden and entitled by Revisal, sec. 1868, to exercise all the 
power and authority of a constable at the common law and under the 
statutes of this State. He was not on duty when the pistol was found 
on his person. The weapon was in his possession on the night in ques- — 
tion. He dropped it from his pocket into the mud, picked it up, stepped 
upon the sidewalk of South Street in Kinston and wiped it with his 
handkerchief. After cleaning it, he dropped it into his pocket. The 
pistol was first i his hand and then in his pocket, sometimes in view 
and sometimes not in view. The above is taken from the defendant’s 
own testimony. He proposed to show by the Clerk of the Court that the 
latter advised him, when he took the oath of office, that he, being a con- 
stable, had a right to carry the pistol, and that he carried it under that 
belief and he also proposed to testify that “he did not intend to conceal 
the pistol.” All this testimony was excluded, and the defendant excepted. 

The evidence of the State tended to show that the defendant 
carried the pistol on his person and that a part of the time it (615) 
was concealed. - : 

The Court charged the jury as follows: “If you believe the evidence, 
the defendant is guilty, and you will return a verdict of guilty.” The 
jury retired and after being out a few minutes came into court, where- 
upon the Judge inquired of them what was their trouble in reaching a 
verdict, and they replied that some of them thought the defendant guilty 
. and others thought him not guilty. The Court then inquired of each 
juror if he believed the evidence, and each juror replied that he did be- 
lieve the evidence as given on the stand; whereupon the Court told the 
jury again: “If you believe the evidence, return a verdict of guilty.” 
The defendant excepted to each of the instructions. There was a verdict 
of guilty and judgment entered thereon. Defendant appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
Loftin & Varser and M. H. Allen for defendant. 


3 Waxxer, J., after stating the case: The fact that the defendant was 
game eae at the time he was found with the pistol in his pocket did 


a not excuse him for carrying it concealed. Even if he was invested with 


the power and authority of a constable for all purposes, and not only to 
the extent that was necessary for the efficient discharge of his official 
duties as game warden, it appears that he was not then in the actual 
| perfornlance of those duties. He does not, therefore, come within the 
exception of the statute. Revisal, sec. 3708; S. v. Hayne, 88 N. C., 6253. 
S. v. Boone, 182 N. C., 1107. 

The advice of the Clerk of the Court, that the defendant had, as con- 
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stable, the right to carry a pistol, is equally ineffectual as a defense to 
this indictment. “Ignorance of the law excuses no man.” If he would 

take advice as to the criminality of a contemplated act, he must 
(616) be sure that it is correct, for otherwise he will be as guilty, if he 

does the act, as if he had not taken it. S. v. Boyett, 32 N. C., 
836; 8S. v. Dickens, 2 N. C., 406. Even the advice of an attorney 
learned in the law has been held to be insufficient. to protect his client 
ugainst a criminal prosecution for illegally voting at an election. JS. v. 
Downs, 116 N. C., 1064. The rule is of general application in cases of 
this kind. We find it thus stated in 12 Cye., at p. 155: “It is no de- 
fense for the accused to show that he believed in good faith that the 
law which he violated was unconstitutional. Nor will it avail him that 


he acted in good faith, under the advice of counsel; or that he 1s a for- | 


eigner, and that the act with which he is charged is not a crime in his 
country,” citing numerous cases to support the text. There are, of 
course, some exceptions to the rule. 

Defendant offered to testify that he did not intend to carry the weapon 
concealed. The criminal intent in this and in lke offenses created by 
statute is the intent to do the forbidden act. S.v. McDonald, 133 N. C., 
684. The statute provides that the possession of a deadly weapon, if 
carried about the person, shall be prima facie evidence of concealment, 
if the accused is at the time off his premises. It is not necessary to a 
conviction that the State should show an intention to use the weapon for 
any unlawful purpose, for it is the intent to conceal and not the intent 
to use it in any particular way that renders the act of carrying it crimi- 
nal. S&. v. Dixon, 114 N. C., 850; S. v. Reams, 121 N. C., 556; 8. »v. 
Brown, 125 N. C., 704. In this case, the defendant himself testified that 
he had the pistol in his pocket a part of the time, and that it was then 
concealed or hidden from view. It necessarily follows, if this be true, 
that he knew that it was thus concealed. He has shown no valid excuse 

for carrying it in his pocket “out of sight,” and the presumption 
(617) of the statute, instead of being rebutted by the proof, as it should 
have been if he confidently expected an acquittal, was greatly 
strengthened, if not made conclusive. Upon his own statement, if found 


& 


by the jury to be true, it would seem clear that the specific intent, which « 


he proposed to prove, was, under the circumstances, altogether 1m- 
material. He must be presumed to have intended to do that which he 
knowingly did. Knowledge that he was carrying the weapon concealed 
is equivalent, under the statute, to the criminal intent to conceal which 
is required by the law to exist, there being no lawful excuse for garrying 
it. S. v. Woodfin, 87 N. C., 526; 8. v. Lilly, 116 N. C., 104958. o. 
Erwin, 91 N. C., 545; Broom’s Legal Maxims (8 Ed.), p. 306, et seq. If 
the object of the defendant was to prove that he carried the pistol in his 
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pocket, not for the purpose of concealing it and thus violating the law, 
but because he believed that he had the right as’ an officer to carry it, 
the testimony was equally immaterial, for he had no such right, and the 
mere fact that he thought so is of no avail. Such a construction of the 
statute as would justify him on that ground would defeat its very pur- 
pose. As said in S. v. Lilly, supra, the gist of the offense is the manner 
of carrying the weapon. Evidence of the intent, such as that offered by 
the defendant, may be competent and relevant in some cases, but not in 
one of this character. Our case is governed by S. v. Dixon, 114 N. C., 
6850; 8. v. Pigford, 117 N. ©., 748; S. v. Brown, 125 N. C., 704. 

' We have often intimated that a general instruction to the jury in the 
form of the one given by the Court is objectionable. 8S. v. Barreti, 1238 
N. C., 753; Sossaman v. Cruse, 13838 N. C., 470; S. v. Green, 1384 N. C., 
658; S. v. Garland, 138 N. C., 675.- Speaking of a charge identical in 

-language with the one given in this case, Justice Henderson, in Bank v. 
Pugh, 8 N. C., at p. 206, said: “The nature of the rejection (of 
the bond) is an inference of fact, to be drawn from the evidence (618) 
which the Judge has, improperly, drawn for himself and the jury 
both, leaving to the latter only to say whether the witness swore truly 
or not. The jury aré the constitutional judges, not only of the truth of 
testimony, but of the conclusions of fact resulting therefrom. It would 
repel the interference of juries, as far as the law will warrant, in all 
questions of Jaw and, in like manner, the interference of the Judge in 
matters of fact.” And in Merrell v. Dudley, 1389 N. C., at p. 59, Justice 
Hoke thus refers to the subject: “The language is inexact, and. this 
form of expression should be eschewed by the Judges in charging juries. 
This Court has heretofore called attention to it in a number of cases.” 
We do not say that such an instruction, standing alone, will constitute 
reversible error, as that will depend upon the nature and circumstances 
of the particular case in which it is given and upon the strength of the 
probability that 1¢ prejudiced the complaining party. If it should 
clearly appear to have done so, we might deem it proper to order a new 
trial, but we take occasion again to express the hope that the strong and 
impressive words of Judge Henderson, which we have more than once 
quoted with approval, will be heeded, and that what we ourselves have 
said will have the effect of changing the form of expression and of con- 
forming instructions more closely to the requirement of the statute. Re- 
visal, sec. 535. As we reverse the judgment on another ground, we need 
not further discuss this exception, as it is sufficiently considered, for the 
purposes of this case, in what we have already said. 
When the jury returned to court, after having been out for a few min- 
utes, the Judge inquired of them as to their trouble in reaching a verdict, 
and they replied that some of them thought the defendant guilty and 


459 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [143 
STATE ». ROBINSON. ; 


others thought he was not guilty; whereupon the Judge polled the jury, 
asking each jutor if he believed the evidence, when each replied 
(619) that he did believe the evidence as given on the stand. This was 
not according to regular procedure or the approved precedents in 
such cases, if it was not a direct violation of the Act of 1796. “No 
Judge in giving a charge to the petit jury, either in a civil or a criminal 
action, shall give an opinion whether a fact is fully or sufficiently 
proven, such matter being the true office and province of the jury; but 
he shall state in a plain and correct manner the evidence given in the 
case and declare and explain the law arising thereon.” Revisal, sec. 535. 
Besides being in effect an intimation of opinion as to what the verdict 
should be, the inquiry of the Judge and the manner of making it were 
calculated to deprive the jury of that freedom of thought and action 
which is so essential to an impartial consideration of the case and a 
proper discharge of their duty. Nash v. Morton, 48 N. C., 3; 8. v. 
| Shule, 82 N. C., 158; S. v. Whit, 50 N. C., at pp. 227 and 228. The evi- 
dence, may, in the opinion of the Court, have been ever so strong against 
the defendant, yet it was for the jury to find the ultimate fact of guilt 
without any suggestion from the Court, direct or. indirect, as to what 
that finding should be. S. v. Lilly, 116 N. C., 1049. The presumption 
of innocence and the doctrine of reasonable doubt require that method 
to be pursued, and it is clearly enjoined by the statute we have cited, the 
restraining words of which define clearly the respective functions of 
Court and jury in the trial of causes. 
There must be another trial because of this error in the remarks of 
the Court to the jury. 


New Trial. 


Cited: Metal Co. v. RB. R., 145 N. C., 297; 8. v. Godwin, Ib., 463; 
S. (ee 5. 10s S128. os Re h., 149 N.C. A138 8.0. hh A 1b. 512; 
S. v. Pan 152 N. C:, 792; Westfelt v. Agar: 159 N C.,, 494: Holt v. 
Welions, 163 N.C. 131. 





(620) | | 
STATE v. BETSY ROBINSON. 


(Filed 3 April, 1907.) 


Married Women—Executory Contract—Indictment—Refusal to Work Crops—., 
Motion for New Trial Continued to Next Subsequent Term—Sickness of 
Judge—Motion Made Then—Appeal Lost—-Relief—Merits Decided to 
Avoid Further Useless Prosecution. 


1, A married woman, without the written consent of her husband, cannot 
make a valid executory contract, unless it falls within the exceptions 
of the Revisal, sec. 2094; and where there is no evidence of such assent 
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she cannot be held criminally liable for wilfully refusing to work cer- 
tain crops on lands “rented” by her, under the Revisal, sec. 3367. 


2. When owing to the illness of the trial Judge the cause could not proceed to 
judgment, and when, without default or laches on the part of the de-. 
fendant, she had her motion continued and moved for a new trial upon 
exceptions reserved at the next term, when judgment was pronounced 
against her, from which she appealed, the appeal was lost under Re- 
visal, sec. 534; but a new trial will be granted, as the loss resulted 
from an act of God, which she could not foresee, and the consequences 
of which she could not avoid. 


3. In an appeal from a conviction in criminal cases it is not only proper, 
but the duty of the Supreme Court, when a new trial is granted, to 
decide upon the legal merits of the case, if it appears that the State 
cannot ultimately succeed in the prosecution. | 


CLARK, C. J., concurring in result. 


CRIMINAL action, tried before Councill, J., and | a jury, at October 
Term, 1905, of Sampson. 

The defendant was indicted under Revisal, sec. 3367, for wilfully 
refusing to work certain crops on land “rented” to her: by the prose- 
cutor, and for wilfully abandoning the same before paying advances 
made by her landlord. She was at the time she entered into the contract 
of renting in 1905 and still is a married woman and lived on the 
land. Her husband’s place of business was in Harnett County (621) 
but he came home every Saturday night and spent Sunday with | 
his family. On a certain day in June, the prosecutor ordered her to 
work the crop the next Friday, as it was in bad condition, but she re- 
fused to do so, as he testified, but she stated that her children were sick 
and she could not leave them: for two weeks, and she told the prosecutor 
that she would work the crop on the next Monday. He began working 
the crop on Saturday and on Monday the defendant was in the field and, 
with others she had employed, was working the crop, when the prose- 
eutor forbade her to work any longer and ordered her to leave the land 
and not to go on it again. She worked again on Tuesday, when he had 
her arrested. There was evidence that the defendant managed the busi- 
ness on the farm rented to her by the prosecutor.’ The defendant re- 
quested the Court to charge the jury that there was no evidence of de- 
fendant’s guilt, and they should acquit her. The jury returned a ver- 
dict of guilty. The presiding Judge was too sick to pronounce }udg- 
ment, adjourned Court and continued the motion for judgment. At 
the next term judgment of imprisonment for thirty days was pro- 
nounced by another Judge after refusing to grant a new trial, on motion 
of the defendant, who excepted and appealed. 


Attorney-General for the State. 
J.D. Kerr and F. R. Cooper for defendant. 
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Waker, J., after stating the case: The defendant cannot be crimi- 
nally liable under Revisal, sec, 3367, unless the contract with the prose- 
cutor by which she rented and agreed to cultivate the land was valid and 
binding upon her. This was decided in S. v. Howard, 88 N. C., 650, 
as to an infant, whose contracts are Pamela voidable, and the prin- 

ciple is applicable with greater force to a married woman, whose 
(622) contracts, as a general rule, are void. In Howard's case, I ustice 

Ashe, for the Court, says: “The case then results in this, that 
the State seeks by this indictment to hold the defendant amenable to 
‘the criminal law for the violation of a void contract. With all due 
respect to the opinion of those who entertain such a proposition, we 
must say that it seems to us preposterous.” See, also, Bishop on Stat- 
utory Crimes (1873), sec. 181; S. v. Plaisted, 43 N, H., 413; Jones v. 
State, 31 Texas Cr. Appeals, 252; 2 McLain’s Cr, Law, sec. 846. 

Was the contract of the defendant void? Her general executory 
contracts, not authorized by the statute, have been held to be void. 
Mordecai’s Law Lectures, pp. 328, 329, and 358. It is also settled that 
the husband is entitled to the society and to the services of his wife, and 
consequently to the fruits of her industry. She cannot contract to 
render those services to another without his consent. Those rights 
were given to the husband, it is said, because of the obligation imposed 
. by the law upon him to provide-for her support and that of their off- 
spring, and the right continues unimpaired so long as the legal duty 
continues to exist. Syme v. Riddle, 88 N. C., 463; Baker v. Jordan, 
73 N. ©., 145; Haarston v. Glenn, 120 N. C., 341; Kee v. Vasser, 87 
N. C., BBB: McK mon ¥. McDonald, 57 N. C., 1; Cua v. Cun- 
ningham, 121 N. C., 418. There was no sridenee that the husband 
assented to the contract. Nor do we think there is any evidence in this 
case to show that the contract falls within any of the classes mentioned 
in the Revisal, sec. 2094, as contended by the Assistant Attorney-Gen- 
eral in his able and well-considered argument, so as to take the case out 
of the general rule that her executory contracts are void. Baker v. 
Garris, 108 N. C., 218. On the contrary, such facts as we have in this 

case have been held not to bring the contract of the married 
(623) woman within the operation of that section. Sanderlin v. San- 

derlin, 122 N. C., 1; Clark v. Hay, 98 N. C., 421. It comes to 
this, that in no view is the alleged contract of the defendant binding 
upon her, and upon the principle already stated she cannot. be held re- 
sponsible criminally for its breach. The evidence, therefore, discloses 
that she was not guilty of any offense under the law, and the Court 
should therefore have given the instruction requested by the defend- 
ant’s counsel. In the view we take of the case, it can make no. differ- 
ence whether the defendant was a tenant or a cropper. | 
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Without intending to discuss the subject or to reexamine the reasons 
upon which the many decisions of this Court are based with a view of 
testing their soundness, it may simply be remarked that if we should 
hold a married woman to be bound by a contract for her services entered 
into, not only without the consent but against the will of her husband, it 
might prove disastrous to the marital relation and be productive of a 
long train of most evil consequences. There should be a clear expres- 
sion of the policy of the State upon this important question, if there 
is to be a change, and it will best come from the law-making body. 

What we have said about the wife’s earnings and the validity of her 
contracts relates to her general right to contract, rather than to her _ 
power to dispose of her property, real or personal. The Legislature 
has seen fit not to change the law as it has repeatedly been declared to 
be, although its attention has more than once been called to the matter, 
and although there have been many sessions of that honorable body 
since the law was first so declared. We took occasion recently in Ball 
v. Paquin, 140 N. C., 88, to again direct attention to the subject, but an 
examination of the public statutes will show that there was no responsive 
legislation at the last session. It would, therefore, seem to be of the 
opinion that the Constitution and the statute have'been properly 
interpreted, and that it is wise and expedient to let the law re- (624) 
main as it has been settled by the numerous decisions. We are 
not at all disposed to question the correctness of this conclusion, as the 
people, by their Constitution, have appointed the Legislature, and not 
this Court, to declare and formulate the public policy of the State. We 
decide what the law is, and not what it should be. We can construe, but 
not legislate. 

We cannot overlook the fact that the motion for a new trial, upon 
the exception reserved, was not made during the term of the Court at 
which the case was tried. This is expressly required to be done by the 
statute, Revisal, sec. 554, and it has been held that it cannot be made 
after the term has expired. Turner v. Davis, 132 N. C., 187. But it 
appears in this case that the Judge who presided at the trial was taken 
il and could not proceed with the business of the Court. He could 
not even pronounce the judgment against the defendant. The motion 
for a new trial could be made at any time before this was done. No 
laches can be imputed to the defendant. Shall she lose her right to 
enter her motion for a new trial and to have it heard and considered 
where there has been no default on her part, but she was prevented 
from taking the proper steps for that purpose solely by the act of God, 
which is so treated by the law as to affect no one injuriously? The 
answer to this question should clearly be in the negative. What, then, 
is her remedy? We must ascertain from analogous cases. When an 
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appeal had been duly taken, and the Judge had lost his notes, so that the 
case could not be stated, a new trial has always been ordered, unless 
the appellant had been negligent. S. v. Powers, 10 N. C., 376; Isler v. 
Haddock, 72 N. C., 119; Sanders v. Norris, 82 N. C., 248; 8. v. Ran- 
dall, 88 N. C., 611; Commussioners v. Steamboat Co., 98 N. C., 163; 
Burton v. Green, 94 N. C., 215; Owens v. Paxton, 106 N. C., 480; and 
especially McGowan v. Harris, 120 N. C., 189, where the authori- 
(625) ties are collected. Formerly and prior to the enactment of the 
present provision of the law (Revisal, sec. 591), the rule was 
held to apply to a case where the Judge had died or his term had ex-. 
_pired. So where the plaintiff was prevented from issuing an execution 
_by the act of the County Court in erroneously refusing his application 
for one, and that Court was afterwards abolished before its error could 
be corrected by the mandate of this Court, to which an appeal had been 
taken, it was held that he should not be prejudiced by the error and 
the subsequent act of the law in abolishing the Court from which the 
execution would have issued. Jsler v. Brown, 66 N. C., 556. See, also, 
Pell v. Linnell, L. R., 3, C. P., 441; Rex. v. Edwards, 4 Taunton, 309. 
In Regina v. Justices, 15 Q. B. (69 E. C. L.), 88, the notice of appeal 
was not served in time by reason of the respondent’s death, and the 
Court held that the condition of giving notice, annexed to the right of 
appeal, having been imposed by the law, and performance of it having 
become impossible by the act of God, the appellant was excused from 
such performance, and accordingly ordered the appeal to be heard as if 
the notice had been duly given. And substantially the same ruling was 
made in Newton v. Boodle, 3 ©. B. (54 E. C. L.), 795. There the ap- 
pellant lost the benefit of a bill of exceptions tendered to the ruling of a 
Judge at nisi prius, or at the assizes, by the death of the Judge and 
without any default of his own, and the Court permitted him to move 
for a new trial, notwithstanding the proper time had elapsed, so that 
he might be restored to the position he would have occupied if the bull 
of exceptions had not become abortive by the death of Chief Justice 
Tindal of the Court of Common Pleas, before it could be sealed and 
perfected by that Judge who had presided at the trial. The remedy 
was an adequate and an appropriate one under the practice of the Court 
at that time. Under our procedure, the remedy must be found 
(626) in merely ordering a new trial. We need not decide that the 
case should be treated as if the motion had been made, because it 
would have been made if the defendant’s opportunity for making it had 
not been lost accidentally and by no fault on his part, or because, 
further, the Solicitor has agreed with the defendant’s counsel upon a 
case on'appeal and has thereby consented that it may be so treated, for 
even if we should so decide there would appear to be error which neces- 
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sitates another trial. We simply grant a new trial because the defend- 
ant has lost her appeal by an act of God, which she could not foresee and 
the consequences of which she could not avoid. As said by Taylor, 
C.J.,in 8S. v. Powers, supra, “under the circumstances, there is no other 
mode by which the justice of the case can be attained. » 

Our opinion on the merits has been expressed, thinking that it might 
end the prosecution unless the facts as now presented are materially 
changed, which does not now seem to be probable. Where a case must 
go back for another trial, it is not only proper, but it may be fairly — 
regarded as a duty of the Court to decide upon the legal merits, if it 
appears that the State cannot ultimately succeed in the prosecution or 
the plaintiff in the litigation. It prevents the useless expenditure of 
time and the unnecessary accumulation of costs, and there are other 
and perhaps weightier reasons for taking such a course. — : 

Why order a new trial unless there was error, and how can we know 
whether there was error or not unless we examine into the merits of the » 
case 2 | 


New Trial. 


CuarK, C. J., concurring in result: The defendant has lost her 
right of appeal by no fault of her own, but in consequence of the illness 
of the Judge, who was taken ill and could not proceed to judg- 
ment. The succeeding Judge could neither impose judgment (627) 
nor “settle a case on appeal,” as he had no personal knowledge 
of the incidents of the trial. The only remedy is in ordering a new 
trial. Indeed, the Judge might well have instructed the jury that there 
was no eyidene that the defendant voluntarily abandoned the work. 

This renders it obiter to discuss the merits of the case. It is true that 
Syme v. Riddle, 88 N. C., 463, and some cases following it, have held 
(not without question, however) that a husband is entitled to the earn- 
ings of his wife; but in my judgment that decision is opposed to the en- 
tire thought and civilization of the day and ought not to be held now 
as authority. It was based upon the preconceived opinion of Judges 
who rested their decision upon the barbarous doctrine of the common 
law under which a woman upon marriage became non sus juris, and her 
’ husband took her property and her earnings as fully as a master be- 
came entitled to the property and earnings of his slave. The decision 
in Syme v. Riddle is ditectly opposed to the language of the Constitu- 
tion, Art. X, sec. 6: “The real and personal property of any female in 
this State acquired before marriage, and all property, real and personal, — 
to which she may after marriage become many manner entitled, shall 
be and remain the sole and separate estate and property of such fe- 
male.” This guarantees her control of her property of all kinds, 
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whether acquired before or after marriage, and it can make no differ- 
ence whether it is income from her property or earnings from her labor. 
Of the two, the wife’s right to control the latter is stronger of natural 
right. There can be no force in the argument used in Syme v. Riddle, 
that her earnings are needed for the support of the family, and there- 
fore her husband should have them, for there is no guarantee that he 
will so apply them; indeed, there is much less certainty thereof than 
that the wife and mother will use her earnings for the benefit of her 
| children. Besides, by the same token, as 1t devolves especially 

(628) upon the husband to support his wife and children, there 1s a 
| stronger reason that he shall not dispose of his earnings without 
his wife’s concurrence than that she shall be constrained not to receive 
and use her own earnings without the husband’s consent. By unani- 
mous decision of the Court of Appeals in England in the Clitheroe case 
(Reg. v. Jackson), Q. B. D. (1891), 697, it was held that the husband 
eould not enforce the unwilling companionship of the wife. The law 
now recognizes the equality of rights of both parties to the marital re- 
lation, and no longer asserts the inferiority or subjection of the woman. 
But argument ought to be out of the question in view of the language 
_ of the Constitution. In Syme v. Riddle, 88 N. C., 463, and that class 
of cases, the Court overlooked the fact that there ig no statute with us 
giving the wife’s earnings to the husband, and that the Constitution 
had entirely abrogated the common-law doctrine as to the subjective 
status of the wife. 

In England the Court of Chauncery by judicial legislation, pure and 
simple, originated the status of the wife’s separate property, and created 
the doctrine, by judicial enactment, of “charging in equity,” which has 
since been completely repealed and effaced by the more progressive ac- 
tion of Parliament. In 1870 Parliament enacted that a married woman 
was entitled to her earnings, for the above action of the courts had ap- 
pled only to the wealthier classes, to married women owning property, 
which the Court of Chancery could reach and control. In 1882 Parlia- 
ment enacted in substance the provision of the North Carolina Constitu- 
tion, that a married woman’s property of every description, whether 
acquired before or after marriage, shall be in her sole control, and went 
further by dispensing with any necessity of the husband’s assent to con- 
veyances of the wife’s property (which is the only restriction upon her 
freedom of control required by our Constitution), and gave the wife ab- 

solute freedom of contract. The Judges of England being, as 
(629) sometimes is the case with courts, unable or unwilling to recog- 
nizé the completeness of a change made by an enactment of the 
law-making power, held, notwithstanding the broad terms of the Act of 
1882, that if a married woman possessed no property at the time she 
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made a contract, her subsequently acquired property could not be sub- 
jected to execution. In 1893 Parliament swept away this refinement, 
and ever since in England a married woman’s property rights and her 
right to contract are the same as her husband’s. The same is true of 
New York (from whose Constitution the married woman’s clause in 
our Constitution is copied), and in most other States. 1 A. & E. (2 
Ed.) 522. The above summary of the changes in the English law is. 
taken from the Century of Law Reform, 358-370; Dicey’s Law and 
Opinion in England, 373, 395. Professor Dicey in summing up these 
statutory changes says that they made simple and plain and more com- 
plete the changes which the Court of Chancery by ingenious and suc- 
cessive tentative decisions had made in favor of the daughters of the 
wealthy, and that Parliament applied the benefits of “the change to the 
daughters of the poor as well as in favor of the daughters of the rich,” 
which the courts had done. 

It would seem, indeed, that the wife here had a right to her earnings; 
the Constitution so says, and there is certainly no statute upon our 
books to the contrary. As the husband went home every Saturday and 
spent Sunday with his wife, and there is no evidence that he raised any 
objection to her working the crop, the jury would doubtless have found 
upon proper instructions that the defendant’s contract for work was to 
aid in the support of herself and family. They could hardly have sup- 
posed in reason that it was for any other purpose. This being so, she 
had a legal right to agree that the product of her labor should go to the 
payment for provisions furnished her, being necessaries for herself and 
family. The Constitution requires the assent of the husband 
only to “conveyances” by her, not to sales of personalty, as her (630) 
crop when gathered. Vann v. Edwards, 135 N.C., 661. As Pro- 
fessor Dicey said of the Parliament of England we may say of our 
Constitution, that it was not intended that the rich woman should con- 
trol the income (as well as principal) of her property, while leaving 
the petty earnings of the poor woman, from her needle or otherwise, to 
the control of the husband, to be squandered in drink or otherwise at his 
will. The emancipation was to all women alike, and it matters not in 
what manner the income is derived, whether from earnings or property, 
and whether they become entitled thereto before or after marriage. 

In Christopher v. Norvell, 201 U. S., 216, it is held that a married 
woman owning,stock in a national bank is subject. to a personal judg- 
ment, like every one else, for an assessment on the stock, notwithstand- 
ing that under the laws of the State a married woman cannot enter 
into a contract, because since the laws of the State do not incapacitate 
her to own such stock, she assumes the lability incident to its owner- 
ship. For the same reason, since the laws of this State do not inca- 
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pacitate a married woman to work a crop as tenant or on shares, she is 
liable to the criminal law, to the same extent as any one else, for receiv- 
ing advances on such crop and afterwards abandoning the work. Her 
liability for such conduct arises under the statute, and not by virtue of 
her contract. Christopher v. Norvell, supra. — 

There has been as to married women some approximation to the 
Constitution in late legislation. Laws 1901, ch. 617, now Rev., 2016; 
Linger v. Hunter, 180 N. C., 529; and this Court has often recom- 
mended more effective legislation to conform to the Constitution, Bank 
v. Howell, 118 N. C., 273; Ball v. Paquin, 140 N. C., 96. In view of 
the present great confusion in the law as shown in the table in Vann v. 
Edwards, 128 N. C., 481-435, such legislation is badly needed. 

There 1s a “very iraportant question, which, however, hke the 
(631) above, it is not necessary to decide, as there is really no case be- 
fore us, since’a new trial has been ordered on the ground that 
there 1s no valid judgment and hence no appeal presenting the merits. 
It is well, however, to note the question, that it may not be thought that 
it was tacitly approved. This indictment is under Revisal, 3367, which 
provides that if any tenant or cropper shall procure advances from a 
landlord to enable him to make a crop on the land rented to him, and 
then wilfully abandon the same without good cause and without paying 
for such advances, he is guilty of a misdemeanor and liable to fine and 
imprisonment. This and the almost identical provisions of section 
3366 apply only to certain counties named therein. As such conduct is 
merely a breach of contract, and there is no crime if the advances are 
repaid, a grave question arises whether these sections are not in viola- 
tion of the provision in the State Constitution (Art. I, sec. 16) forbid- 
ding “imprisonment for debt, except in cases of fraud,” and also 
whether they do not conflict with the Thirteenth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States against “involuntary servitude, ex- 
cept as a punishment whereof the party shall have been (2. ¢., previous- 
ly) duly convicted.” If the service is enforced unless the debt is paid, 
is it not “involuntary servitude?” Clyatt v. U. 8., 197 U. S., 207; Rob- 
ertson v. Baldwin, 165 U. S., 275. 

This statute is doubtless a very convenient one for landlords in the 
counties named. But if upon full consideration it shall prove to be un- 
enforcible 14 may result in great loss to them. While in most cases its 
operation may prove a convenience to the tenant in aiding him to get 
supplies, and not a hardship, it is capable of great abuse. It is at least 
wise to call attention to the matter, that it may not be supposed that the 
Court has passed upon the enforcibility of these sections. 


‘Cited: Jones o Layne, 144 N. C., 606; S. v. Wilkes, 149 N. C., 
453; 8S. v. Williams, 150 N. C., 804. | 
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| (632) 
STATE v. W. LEE HANNER. 


(Filed 24 April, 1907.) 
Special Verdict—Facts—Findings—Sufficiency. 


' The findings of a special verdict on an indictment for selling liquor without 
a license must be sufficient for the Court, as a matter of law, to deter- 
mine the innocence or guilt of the defendant; when the verdict leaves 
open the inference of innocence or guilt as one of fact, it is defective, 

and a new trial will be ordered. 


- CxuarK, C. J., concurring. | 


Inprorment for selling liquor without a license, heard before his 
Honor, Moore, J., and a jury, at the February Term, 1907, of Davi- 
SON. : | 

The defendant was indicted in the Court below for selling hquor 
without a license. The jury returned a special verdict in which they 
found that the defendant did not have a license to sell hquor. They 
- further find that the testimony of the witnesses is true. James Eastep 
testified that he applied to the defendant for the purchase of a gallon of 
whiskey and was told by him that he could let him have a gallon for 
two dollars, express charges prepaid. The witness paid defendant two 
dollars, who gave him a receipt, as follows: “Dock Eastep. One gal., 
$2.00. Paid. W.L. H.” When the defendant gave the receipt he said: 
“Tf the whiskey don’t come, come back up here and I will make it good. 
Sometimes it gets misplaced.” He further said that the witness would 
get the whiskey the next morning at the express office, as it would be 
there by that time. The witness went to the express office in Lexington 
the next morning and got the one gallon of whiskey. The defendant, 
when he sold the whiskey, told the witness that it was then in Danville, 
Va., and was old man Alex Bailey’s whiskey, and that witness knew 
what it was. He also said that he was agent of 
Bailey or Bailey Company in Danville; that he would (633) 
send the order to Danville and, if the order was ac- 
cepted, the liquor would be sent direct to the witness at Lexing- 
ton, and that if it did not come “he would make it good or (the 
witness) would get his money back.” The defendant did not go with 
him to the express office to get the whiskey; it came in the name of the 
witness and was delivered to him by the express agent at Lexington. It 
was tagged, and on the tag was written “Dock Eastep, Lexington, N. C.” 
The witness is called Dock Eastep, and may have given that name to the 
defendant when the liquor was ordered. There was nothing said about 
the defendant selling the witness any whiskey, but he told him that he 
was the agent for another concern, and that he would send the order in 
_ to them as agent. The tag was on the jug when the witness got it at the 
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express office. D. E. Hepler testified that the defendant teld him he 
represented Alex Bailey, and that the liquor concern was located in 
Danville, Va., and he was its representative. The card on his office 
door reads: “Bailey Distilling Company, Danville, Va.” 

Upon the special verdict the Court was of the opinion that the de- 
fendant was guilty, and the jury so found. From the judgment upon 
the verdict, the defendant apyeaien 


Assistant Attorney-General Clement for the State. 
Walser & Walser, S. BE. Willeams and John A, Barringer for de- 


- fendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: A special verdict must include all 
the essential elements of the offense charged, or there can be no convic- 
tion, and it follows that if the findings are not responsive to the allega- 
tions of the indictment they will not sustain a judgment. The jury 
must find the facts, and not merely state the evidence which may 
tend to prove them. There can be no aider of the verdict by intend- 

ment, or reference to extrinsic facts appearing in the record, and 
(634) this is so even though the circumstances stated may be sufficient 

to warrant an inference or presumption of the existence of the 
constituent facts not distinctly found. Clementson on Special Verdicts, 
291, et seg. 

It 3 is said by Ruffin, C. J., for the Court, in S. v. Watts, 32 N.C., 369: 
“Tt is common learning that a verdict is defective which finds only the 
evidence; since the Court cannot draw inferences of fact, but only apply 
the law to facts agreed or found. To authorize judgment for the State, 
therefore, on the verdict, it ought to have contained direct findings of 
the necessary facts.” Hawkins Pleas of the Crown, bk. 2, ch. 47, sec. 9, 
states the rule to be that the Court in adjudging upon a special verdict 
is confined to the facts expressly found, and cannot supply the want 
thereof, as to any material part, by any argument or implication from 
what is expressly found. It was accordingly adjudged in Rex v. Plum- 
mer, Kel., 111, and other cases he cites, that where the jury failed to 
find an essential fact, the Court could not take it as established from 
the other evidential cireumstances of the fact which were expressly 
_ found, though they were as full to the purpose as they could well be 
that the omitted fact existed. Soin S. v. Blue, 84 .N. C., 807, it is said: 
“Tn judging upon a special verdict the Court is confined to the facts 
expressly found, and cannot supply the want thereof, as to any mate- 
rial part, by an argument or implication from what is expressly found. 
And when the facts are of an equivocal character, which may mean one 
thing or another, the Court cannot determine as a question of law the 
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guilt or innocence of the defendant. A special verdict is in itself a 
verdict of guilty or not guilty as the facts found in it do or do not con- 
stitute in law the offense charged. There is nothing to do but to write a 
judgment thereon for or against the accused. Therefore, in find- 

ing a special verdict the facts should be stated fully and explicitly, (635) 
and the omission of any fact necessary to constitute the offense 

is fatal,” citing 2 Hawkins P. C., 622. The authorities are all to the 
effect that the jury must state the essential facts, and not leave it to the 
Court to supply them or any of them or to draw inferences from evi- 
dence set forth in the verdict, which must contain the ultimate facts 
that constitute the offense, and not those merely which may tend, though 
never so strongly, to show the defendant’s guilt. S. v. Curtis, 71 N. C., 
56; 8. v. Lowry, 74 N. C., 121; 8. v. Bray, 89 N. C., 480; 8. v. Oak- 
ley, 1038 N. C., 408; 8. vo. Crump, 104 N. C., 763; S. v. Finlayson, 113 
N. C., 628. In S. v. Custer, 65 N. C., 339, Justice Rodman tersely 
states the principle: “In (passing upon) a special verdict, we are not 
-at liberty to infer anything not directly found.” 

The jury in this case have stated in their verdict certain facts and 
circumstances, related by the defendant to the witness, which may tend 
or not to establish his guilt, But after all, they are but evidence and 
not the facts themselves upon which the law can adjudge guilt or imno- 
cence. The facts recited tend just as much to show that the hquor was 
sold, in good faith, to be shipped from Danville, as they do to prove 
that the defendant’s method of selling was a subterfuge and a mere 
cover by which to conceal a violation of the law, or to evade its pro- 
visions, in order to escape its penalty, and certainly it tends to prove 
the former fact just as fully as it does the one that the defendant sold 
the liquor in Lexington, by himself delivering the jug at the express 
office for the defendant, who was to call and get it. What the defendant 
said to the witness, James Eastep, was mere evidence, and not the facts 
themselves, which the jury should have found before the Court could 
proceed to judgment. This is the fatal defect in the verdict. We would 
assume a jurisdiction not possessed by us and be guessing at the 
true and crucial fact of guilt, if we should direct a conviction (636) 
upon the present verdict. There is hardly sufficient evidence 
stated from which to infer that the defendant placed the whiskey in the 
express office, or had it done, instead of having it shipped from Dan- 
ville, Va., unless we are permitted, as we are not, to substitute mere con- 
jecture for that certain and reliable proof of a fact which the law re- 
quires to establish it. 

As said by Shepherd, C. J., in 8. v. Finlayson, 113 N. C., 628: “Evi- 
dently a very important question concerning interstate commerce was 
intended to be presented, but we cannot consider it upon this verdict.” 
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Judging from the nature of the findings, the course of the argument here 
and the briefs of counsel, it was supposed below, we could infer, that the 
verdict was equivalent to a finding that the whiskey was actually and 
in good faith sold for shipment from Danville, Va., and the question 
was whether the transaction was so far interstate traflic as to protect 
the defendant from prosecution under our law against the unlawful sale 
of liquors, and also whether the act of Congress, sometimes called the 
Wilson Act, applied to the case. But this matter we cannot consider, 

as it is not at all presented in the record, owing to the papers aa 
the verdict in the respect we have indicated. 

Where a special verdict is so defective that the Court cannot pro- 
nounce judgment upon it, the rule is to order a new trial. S. v. Wallace, 
25 N. C., 195; 8S. v. Curtis, 71 N. C., 56; S. v. Blue, 84 N. C., 809; 8. v. 
Brittain, 89 N. C., 481. “If the verdict does not sufficiently ascertain 
the fact, a vemre facias de novo ought to issue.” 2 Hawkins P. C., p. 
622, and note 2. It is of course within the power of the trial Court to 
direct the jury to retire and further deliberate for the purpose of 

remedying any defects in the verdict. Clementson Special Ver- 
(637) dicts, p. 293; S. v. Arthur, 21 Iowa, 322. 

Our someon is that there has been no sufficient verdict ren- 
dered for the Court to determine, as matter of law, the guilt or inno- 
cence, of the defendant, and the case stands, therefore, as if there had 
been a mistrial. S. v. Curtis, supra. It follows that there was error 
in entering judgment as upon @ conviction, for which there must be an- 
other trial. 7 

New Trial. 


Crarx, ©. J., concurring: In a special verdict the Court is not at 
liberty to infer ‘anything not found. S. v. Custer, 65 N. C., 389. The 
facts found are that the defendants sold a gallon ae whiskey a, received 
$2 therefor; that he said he would send the order to Danville, Va., and 
have the whiskey sent out by express, and the purchaser did oe the 
whiskey at the express office next morning. But there is no evidence 
that he did in faet send the order to Danville, nor that this particular 
whiskey came by express from Danville addressed to Eastep. The tag 
on the jug bore Eastep’s name, but nothing to indicate that it had come 
by express from Danville or elsewhere for him. Neither the express 
agent nor his books were in evidence, and the defendant availed him- 
self of his privilege of not going on thé stand, and neither proved the 
sending of the order nor the shipment of whiskey in pursuance thereof. — 
The jury did not find that these things were done, and the Judge could 
not draw that inference. If authorized to draw any inference, he 
might possibly have inferred that the whiskey was already in the ex- 
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press office, or elsewhere in Lexington, and that the gallon jug was 
merely tagged with defendant’s name ready for Eastep next morning. 
We do not know how this was. Jf the whiskey was in fact ordered by 
defendant from Danville, and was in fact shipped thence in a 
gallon jug by express addressed to Eastep, no witness went upon (638) 
the stand to testify to those facts, and the jury has not so found 
the facts. , 
Tf these facts had been found, the question would have been presented 
whether our statute, making the place of actual delivery to the pur- 
chaser the place of sale, would apply to this case. S. v. Patterson, 134 
N. C., 612; Delamater v. South Dakota, 205 U. 8., 98. But in the ab- 
sence of such facts we cannot discuss an abstract proposition of law 
without facts on which to base the proposition. But it may be noted 
that even if those facts had been found, there would still arise other 
questions. The size of the package has been held material. Austin v. 
Tennessee, 185 U. S., 100; Cook v. Marshall County, 196 U. S., 261, in 
which last case Justice Brewer says: “It may be shown that the intent 
of the party concerned was not to select the usual and ordinary mode 
of transportation, but an unusual and more expensive one, for the ex-_ 
press purpose of evading or defying the police laws of the State. If the 
natural result of such method be to render inoperative laws intended for 
the protection of the people, it 1s pertinent to inquire whether the act 
was not done for that purpose, and to hold that the interstate commerce 
clause is invoked as a cover for fraudulent dealing, and is no defense to 
a prosecution under the State law.” The State has. sole power to regu- 
late or prohibit the sale of liquor. Barbier v. Connally, 118 U.S., 31. 
Was the shipment of one gallon of whiskey by express in a single jug 
from Danville, Va., to Lexington, N. ©., a usual and legitimate act of 
interstate commerce, or was it merely an attempt to evade a law which 
the people of this State have enacted under their right of local self- 
government? If the transaction was merely “a cover for fraudulent 
dealing, it is no defense to a prosecution under the State law,” says 
the United States Supreme Court, supra, and this view should — 
be submitted to the jury in all similar cases, that they may find (639) 
how the fact is. In Calvert Regulation of Commerce, 127, the 
following are among the rules on this point deduced from the decisions 
of the United States Supreme Court: 
_ “4, The size of the package in which bona fide transactions are car- 
ried on between the manufacturer and the wholesale dealer residing in 
different States is a material consideration. | 
“5. The motive which actuates the particular method of shipment 
may be determined from several circumstances: (a) The trifling value 
of each parcel. (b) The absence of an address on each package. (c) 
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The fact that many parcels, for the purpose of the shipment, are ag- 
gregated.”’ | 

The State will not allow its police regulations to be violated under 
cover of fraudulent shipments from another State, nor will the Federal 
courts, as the highest Federal Court has said, permit “the mterstate 
commerce clause to be invoked as a cover” for defying or evading the 
State law. Calvert Regulation of Commerce, 124. Indeed, it is imma- 
terial whether the defendant took orders for liquor to be shipped from 
a point outside or inside the State, for his act being in violation of the 
State law which regulates the liquor traftic, neither he nor the carrier is 
protected by the interstate commerce clause of the Federal Constitu- 
tion. Delamater v. South Dakota, 205 U.S., 93. 

If in this-case the whiskey had in faet been shipped from Danville, 
Vaz (though it is not so found), but was already, at the time of the 
purchase, in the express office, or elsewhere in this State, and was there- 
after tagged with purchaser’s name, the defendant was guilty, under 
the Wilson Act. Brewing Co., »v. ‘Crenshaw, 198 U. 8., 17; In re 

Rahrer, 140 U. S., 545. If whiskey is manufactured in this 
(640) State and sent into another in order to be reshipped in retail 

quantities to consumers here in violation of our police regula- 
tion. of the sale of liquor on orders taken by the distiller’s agent, it is not 
the subject of interstate commerce. Crigler v. Commonwealth, 27 Ky. 
Law. 

In view of the enormous business notoriously done in the shipment of 
liquor into this State by express in jugs, the fact should be found 
whether such shipment is a bona fide exercise of interstate commerce or 
whether it is an attempt merely to evade the State’s regulation of the 
traffic In intoxicating liquor in the exercise of the police power. 


Oited: Vinegar Co. v. Haun, 149 N. C., 356; S. v. McCloud, 151 N. 
C., 731; 8. v. Colonial Club, 154 N. C., 185; S. v. Fisher, 162 N. C., 566. 


STATE v. MACK McGHEE. 


Hayden Clement, Assistant Attorney-General, for State. 
Walser & Walser and J. A. Barringer for defendant. 


Waker, J. The facts in this case are substantially like those in S. 
v. Hanner, supra, and as the two cases present the same question, they 
were argued together. The decision in 8S. v. Hanner must. therefore, 
govern in this case. 


New Trial. : 
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(641) 
STATE v. ANNIE TURNER. ; 


(Filed 30 April, 1907.) 


Indictment—Removal of Causes—Discretion—Evidence—Judge’s Charge— 
Omission—Motive—Supreme Court—Newly Discovered Evidence. 


1. The action of the Superior Court Judge in refusing to remove a cause to 
another county for trial is not reviewable under the Revisal, sec. 427. 


2. Under an indictment as accessory before the fact it is competent for 
counsel to ask the witness, ‘‘What seemed to be and what was the rela- 
tion between the principal and the defendant?’ such being a matter 
of common observation, and not calling for expert testimony. 


3. It is not necessary to prove motive for the commission of crime, though 
when circumstantial evidence is relied on to prove the commission of 
the offense it is competent for the State to show motive. 


4, In a trial under an indictment, the omission of the trial Judge to charge 
upon any particular phase of the evidence is not reviewable in the 
absence of a prayer for special instruction thereto, and such is true 
when he fails to charge upon the view of there being no evidence of 
motive to commit the crime alleged. 


5. In criminal cases the Supreme Court has no power under the Constitution 
nor at common law to entertain a motion for a new trial on the ground 
of newly discovered evidence. 


Connor, J., dissenting; WALKER, J., concurring in dissenting opinion. 


CRIMINAL ACTION, tried before Moore, J., and a jury at the December 
Special Term, 1906, of Atamance. Pertinent facts are stated in the 
opinion of the Court.. 


Assistant Attorney-General for the State. 
Jacob A. Long for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The prisoner was convicted and sentenced to 
the State’s Prison as accessory before the fact to Henry Walker, (642) 
who had been convicted of burglary with assault with intent to 
murder L. Banks Holt at Graham. 

The first exception is to the refusal of the motion to remove the 
cause to another county for trial. Rev., 427, provides that the Judge 
shall not remove any cause, whether civil or criminal, unless he “shall. 
be satisfied that the ends of justice demand it.” His action is not re- 
viewable. S. v. Smarr, 121 N. C., 672. 

The second exception is to the admission of the question, “What 
seemed and what was the relation between Henry Walker and the pris- 
oner?” Jt was competent to show that these relations were friendly 
and intimate, and being a matter of common observation and experi- 
ence, it was not a matter requiring that the witness should be an expert 
in order to express his opinion. It was a fact based on observation, as 
much so as the state of the weather, whether the temperature was cold or 
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warm, whether a person was angry, is insane, and similar matters. This 
is because no better evidence can be had than the observation of eye- 


-_ witnesses, and the jury must draw their conclusion from the evidence. 


1 Elliott Ev., sec. 671, prop. 4; Blake v. State, 73 N. Y., 586; McKee v. 
Nelson, 4 Cowen, 355. The opinion of witnesses in such matters is the 
result of many observations, which cannot be detailed to the jury. 1 El- 
liott Ev., 547. 

The third and fourth exceptions are that the Court did not charge 
the jury that there was no evidence tending to show that the prisoner . 
had any motive to commit the ertme. The Judge was not asked to so 
charge. Patterson v.. Mills, 121 N. C., 258, and cases there cited. Be- 
sides, it was not necessary to prove motive for the commission of 
crime—. v. Adams, 186 N. C., 617; 8. v. Wrleox, 182 N. C., 1148— 

though when circumstantial evidence is relied on to prove the 
(643) commission of the offense it is competent for the State to show 

motive. S.v. Green, 92 N. C., 779; 8S. v. Adams, 138 N. C., 697. 
Furthermore, there were in fact circumstances in this case from which 
the jury might have inferred motive. The able charge of the Court 
was fully as favorable to’ the prisoner as she had any right to ask. 

The prisoner files a motion here for a new trial for newly-discovered 
evidence, on the ground that Henry Walker, who was one of the wit- 
nesses against the prisoner, on the scaffold retracted his evidence. As 
- he at the same time withdrew his confession of his own guilt made after 
his conviction and denied all knowledge of the crime of which he had 
been convicted upon evidence which was conclusive to the jury that con- 
victed him, to the trial Judge and to the Governor, such hearsay retrac- 
tion as to the prisoner should not carry more weight with the Court 
than his sworn statement at the trial and cross-examination, especially 
in view of the evidence of other witnesses that the prisoner took the key 
out of the door, by use of which Walker entered the house, and that the 
key was found in the lock on the outside of the door after the shooting; 
that Mr. Holt had refused to sign the petition for her husband’s par- 
don, and her attempt to flee when arrested, even if we could consider 
the motion. But this Court has uniformly held that under the Consti- 
tution it has no power to entertain such motions in criminal cases, and 
has no desire to assume a function which can be more efficiently per- 
formed by the.Executive. The authorities and the reasons governing 
us are too recently set forth in S. v. Lilliston, 141 N. C., 863-869, to 
require their repetition here. The jury did not act solely upon the tes- 
timony of Walker, for it acquitted the co-defendant of the prisoner, who 
was also implicated by his testimony. 

| At common law there was no appeal in any criminal case, the 
(644) sole remedy being by application to the Home Office, which is 
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equivalent to the application to the Governor here. To this day, 
this is still the law in England. Our Constitution has changed this 
only to allow an appeal for error of law below, “on any matter of law or 
legal inference.” The organic law did not change the common law 
further so as to give criminals an appeal upon the facts, and did not 
allow us to review them upon affidavits as to facts not submitted to the 
jury. We have no right, as this Court has always held, to assume a 
power which the Constitution has left, as at common law, with the Ex- 
ecutive Department. It is unnecessary for us to review the facts. 

This Court is ereated bv the Constitution, and has no powers not 
therein stated. If “inherent right” 1s invoked, it cannot go beyond that 
possessed by the courts at common law. 


No Error. 


Connor, J., dissenting: I am aware that it is becoming in a Judge, 
who has once expressed his dissent from the decision of a question, to 
acquiesce and regard the decision as settling the law. I should not de- 
part from this course in the present case but for my deep conviction | 
that, by following what, with the utmost deference, I think an erroneous 
precedent, we are depriving a person charged with a grave crime of an 
opportunity to have her cause submitted to a jury with the light thrown 
upon the accusation, to which she is entitled. 

The defendant was convicted of a most atricious crime upon the tes- 
timony, principally, of a self-confessed burglar and, but for an aceci- 
dental failure to accomplish his purpose, a murderer, under sentence of 
death. While there is in the record some testimony the truth of which 
cannot be questioned, but, being admitted, standing alone, is 
barely sufficient to raise a suspicion of guilt, the only direct, (645) 
positive testimony against the defendant comes from Henry | 
Walker. Without undertaking to point out the ear-marks of falsehood 
and the improbability g@truth in his testimony, or the peculiar cireum- 
stances under which ittWas given, it may be conceded that it constituted 
evidence fit to be submi ied. to the jury and, of course, if believed, justi- 
“it be denied that if she is guilty her punish- 







fied conviction. Nor can 
ment is but reasonable and just. 

This Court, in a number of cases, the last being S. v. Lilliston, 141 N.. 
(., 857, has held that while, in a civil action, it has the power to grant 
a new trial for newly-discovered evidence, it has no such power in a 
criminal case. The cases in which the motion has been made were re- 
viewed in Lulliston’s case. I confess that, after examining them, I am 
unable to see or to understand wherein the distinction is found wihch 
permits and, upon this record, would make it our duty to grant this de- 
fendant a new trial if she had been cast in a civil action, involving the 


477 





IN THE SUPREME COURT. [1438 





STATE v, TURNER. 





title to a tract of land or personal property of an insignificant value, 
denies the power to do so when she stands convicted of a crime fol- 
lowed by a sentence of imprisonment at hard labor for life. It is not 
claimed that any statute confers the power in one case and withholds it 
in the other. The Constitution confers the jurisdiction to hear and de- 
termine civil and criminal appeals in exactly the same terms. I am 
impressed with the fact that in almost every case in which the motion 
has been denied for want of power the Court has thought proper to 
say that there is no merit in the case made out by the affidavits, and 
that, upon the showing made, the motion would not be granted in a 
civil case. I cannot but think that the learned Judges felt that 1t was 
well to strengthen the position by the last reason. I say this with all 
possible respect. S. v. Jones, 69 N. C., 16, was a petition to re- 
(646) hear; the question which we have here was not presented. Jus- 
tice Reade, while denying the petition, said that, upon consider- 
ing the defense set up, it was apparent that it could not have availed 
the defendant. 
In Starnes’ case, 97 N. C., 424, usually relied upon to sustain the de- 
nial of power, the facts as disclosed are that at February Term, 1886, 
the-motion was denied upon the authority of Jones’ case, supra. At the 
next term of the Superior Court of Union County, when the prisoner 
was called to the bar for sentence, as the law then required, he made 
the motion in that Court, filing affidavits to sustain it. The Judge 
found, among other facts, that the newly-discovered testimony was “cu- 
mulative merely,” and for that reason, “in deference to the adjudication 
of the Supreme Court,” denied the motion, and the prisoner appealed. 
Smith, C. J., says: “Without stopping to inquire whether, at this late 
stage in the proceeding, and after an unsuccessful appeal to the Su- 
preme Court upon alleged errots, in law such an application can be en- 
tertained in the Superior Court, to whose jurisdiction the cause has 
been remitted, we proceed, as did the Judge who assumed the right to 
act upon the application, to consider the c&se:upon its merits, as if 
made in due and apt time and to a court h@gang jurisdiction.” The 
learned Chief Justice, not willing to send tH® prisoner to his death 
upon the mere denial of power to grant relief, proceeds to carefully ana- 
lyze the affidavits and rest his judgment upon the elementary proposi- 
tion that a new trial will not be granted for newly-discovered evidence 
which is “cumulative merely.” He concludes his opinion with a strong 
commendation of “the zeal, ability and persevering energy” of counsel 
assigned by the Court without fee. Their zeal was rewarded by a 
pardon for their client upon the ground that the newly-discovered evi- 
| dence disproved his guilt. This case falls far short of “closing 
(647) the question.” S. v. Rowe, 98 N. C., 629, is decided upon the 
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authority of Jones’ and Starnes’ cases, as is 8S. v. Edwards, 126 
N. C., 1051. Council's case, 129 N. C., 511, was a petition to rehear. 
Prisoner was convicted of a capital felony and sentenced to death. This 
Court in a “Per Curiam opinion” affirmed the judgment. Douglas, J., 
ordered the petition docketed. While it was dismissed because it was 
held that the Court had no power to grant it, the merits of the peti- 
tion were discussed, the learned Justice saying: “Though the petition 
to rehear must be dismissed, we have discussed the objection, as has 
sometimes been done where an appeal is dismissed.” Douglas, J., ‘dis- 
sented, saying: “Knowing that rehearings are constantly granted in 
civil cases, and finding no distinction between civil and criminal ae- 
tions, either in the statute or the rules of the Court, I am unwilling fo 
say, even by implication, that property is more valuable than life and 
liberty or entitled to a greater degree of protection.” I take the liberty 
of appropriating and making my own the foregoing language, express- 
ing, as it does, my convictions. S. v. Register, 183 N. C., 746, is dis- 
posed of by a simple reference to those cited. Not until Lilliston’s case, 
supra, is any discussion to be found of the question or other reason 
given than that it is so decided. In that case an exceedingly well-con- 
sidered and interesting written argument was filed, tracing the history 
of the judicial system of the State from its foundation, showing from 
the language of the statutes what power and jurisdiction was conferred 
upon. the courts, Superior and Supreme. In that case the defendant’s 
motion was met with an uncontradicted affidavit, showing that he knew, 
prior to the trial, of the evidence upon which he relied. This, of course, 
made it the duty of the Court to decline the motion, and while the ques- 
tion was somewhat discussed and the power denied, the Chief Justice 
gave this as an additional.reason for denying the motion. The | 
case before us is absolutely free from such complications, (648) 
Walker was convicted of burglary and sentenced to be hanged. 

He made statements implicating the defendant and another woman as 
accessories before the fact. He was respited for the purpose of enabling 
the State to have his testimony upon their trial. His testimony, if true, 
made both women guilty. There was positive, direct, and, except by 
Walker, uncontradicted téstimony, contradicting his evidence. Much of 
it was from disinterested witnesses and went to the vital question in the 
case in regard to which he was not corroborated. While I do not wish 
to discuss the testimony, it is but proper to say that I do not under- 
stand it after reading it carefully twice, as set out in the opinion. I 
do not find any testimony, except Walker’s, other than an inference that 
she took the key out of the door; nor do I understand Mr. Holt’s testi- 
mony to be that he refused to sign the petition for her husband’s par- 
don. On the contrary, he says that he told her that if the Judge and 
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jury would sign it, he would do so. This incident makes an entirely 
different impression on my mind from that drawn in the opinion. It 
not only shows the kindly feeling existing between Mr. Holt and the 
defendant, but explains her trip to Burlington the night of the shoot- 
ing. Her husband had been convicted of an assault and sentenced to 
the roads. This fact is not claimed to have any connection with the 
shooting of Mr. Holt—he had nothing to do with it. Nor do I see any- 
thing in her conduct referred to “as an attempt to flee” inconsistent 
with innocence. It is impossible to analyze the testimony, and I only 
make this reference to it to say that if I understood it as stated in the 
opinion I should promptly refuse her motion without regard to the 
question of power. 
The jury acquitted the other woman, Fannie McCain, and convicted 
the defendant. It is not proper for me to comment upon this 
(649) fact and I have no inclination to do so. The defendant, a col- 
ored woman, evidently without friends or influence, has been im- 
prisoned since her conviction. The motion for a new trial is based 
upon the affidavit of the Sheriff who executed Walker. He says: “That 
affiant heard the said Henry Walker, as he stood upon the scaffold with 
the rope around his neck and his feet and hands confined, just before 
he was hanged, and when asked by affiant if he desired to say anything 
before his execution, say with great earnestness and with repeated 
statements that Annie Turner and Fannie McCain had nothing to do 
with the shooting of Mr. L. Banks Holt or with entering the house— 
that neither of them knew anything about it whatever; that he had 
sworn that they had tried to persuade him to shoot Mr. Holt because he 
thought that it would prolong his life, and that all that he had said 
about them was false in every particular. He further denied that he 
had shot Mr. Holt and that he knew anything about it one way or the 
other.” Three other persons filed affidavits corroborating that of the 
Sheriff. “Here we have a case in which every condition required by 
the courts for granting a new trial for newly-discovered testimony. is 
met. The newly-discovered evidence is material, would probably result 
in a different verdict, is not cumulative merely, and could by no possi- 
bility have been known to defendant until January 8, 1907, after the 
adjournment of the Court at which she was tried. The newly-discov- 
ered evidence comes with, what is declared by the law, as much solemn- 
ity as if made under oath. It is a dying declaration. While it is not 
my purpose to discuss the merits of the defendant’s case, I am im- 
pressed with what is said by counsel in Pegram v. King, ¥ N. C., 605; 
“The simple statement of the case shows there must be relief some- 
where.” In that case (9 N. C., 295), on a motion to dismiss a bill to set 
aside a judgment and grant a new trial because the principal wit- 
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ness “upon his death-bed” said that the evidence which he had (650) 
given upon the trial was untrue, the Court said: “It resembles 

those cases where the principal witness on a trial at law has been after- 
wards convicted of perjury in his evidence in that case. In such cases 
relief should be granted in some way or other.” When the cause came 
on for hearing, upon argument by Gaston for and Ruffin against grant- 
ing relief, Taylor, C. J., said: “And in a court of equity if new evi- 
dence is discovered which could not possibly be made use of in the first 
trial the Court will interfere. No evidence could have been given of 
the dying declarations of Jenks, wrung from him in an agony of re- 
morse when he had no motive to misrepresent.” It is true that the wit-’ 
ness Walker, as a part of his dying declaration, denied his own guilt. 
This would, however, go to the value to be attached to his declaration 
regarding the innocence of the defendant. It is said that for a miscar- 
riage of justice, such as indicated here, the defendant can apply to the 
Governor for pardon. I think that, so long as the cause is pending in 
the courts, there should be, and is, power in the judicial department to 
secure a fair, impartial trial. It is not pardon, but justice that the de- 
fendant asks. She insists that she is not guilty and that her conviction 
has been accomplished by the perjury of the principal witness, and 
that she is entitled to be tried in the light of his confession made on the 
gallows. To the suggestion that her relief is in executive clemency, I 
find no more conclusive answer than is given by Douglas, J., in Coun- 
cil’s case, supra: “The argument that in criminal cases the pardoning 
power of the Governor fulfils the purpose of a rehearing, is purely ab 
enconvenrento and, to my mind, does not meet the ends of justice. Par- 
don is an act of mercy, and so far from establishing the innocence of 
any one, presupposes his guilt. The Governor may restore him to his 
liberty, but not his character. What a defendant asks in a re- 
hearing is that he may have a fair trial, and yet, no matter how (6514 
clearly his innocence may appear, nor how great the error we 
ourselves may have committed, we can give him no relief.” In a case 
like this, the Governor can be asked to pardon only because he believes 
the party not guilty. A new trial only gives the defendant an oppor- 
tunity to have another jury, with the additional light, pass upon the 
question of his guilt. If this defendant is guilty of the crime charged, 
there is nothing in the case appealing to executive clemency. If she is 
not guilty, she does not need it. I fully concur in the wisdom of the 
principle that new trials in either civil or criminal cases should for 
newly-discovered evidence be granted with the utmost caution and only 
in a clear case. Under our rule no argument will be heard upon the 
motion, It is not probable, and I hope not possible, that another case 
appealing so strongly to the Court for a re-examination of the rule de- 
nying relief will come to us. That the motion is renewed after the re- 
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peated denial of power indicates that the profession, usually so ready to 
acquiesce in the decisions of the Court, does not give its assent to the 
conclusion reached upon this question. As for myself, “having fully 
stated what, in my opinion, is the correct principle of law, as it should 
have been declared, henceforth this decision shall be the law with me.” 
Walker, J., in Hoggard v. Jordan, 140 N. C., 619. 


Waker, J., concurs in the dissenting opinion. 


Cited: 8. v. Walker, 145 N. C., 566; S. v. Stratford, 149 N. C., 484; 
8. v. Arthur, 151 N. C., 656; 8. ». Grainger, 157 N. C., 633; 8. sf ies 
Co., 166 N. C., 404. 





(652) 
} STATE v. WILL BANKS. 


. (Filed 30 April, 1907.) 
Indictment—Murder—Degrees of Murder—Statute—Malice—Premeditation. 


1. Evidence is sufficient for a conviction of murder in the first degree under 
the statute as wilful, deliberate and premeditated, which tends to 
show: That defendant had threatened to kill deceased in upholding 
his son in not paying him some money; thereafter they disputed about 
the amount owed, and defendant threatened the deceased with a pistol; 
deceased was with his son and the defendant followed the son, struck 
at him; deceased caught him around the neck and the defendant fired 
upon him several times; then defendant cursed and said he would kill 
him, and fired again; deceased offered no resistance, and had a gun 
under his left arm; deceased was fired upon twice, and between the 
first and second firing walked away from the defendant some twenty 
steps, and was followed and again fired upon. 

2. Revisal, sec. 3631, does not give a new definition of murder, but classifies 

its different kinds as they existed at common law, theretofore included 

in one and the same degree; to constitute malice required by the statute 
to make out a case of murder in the first degree, it is unnecessary 
to show personal ill-will or grudge between the parties, and it is suffi- 
ciently shown when there has been a wrongful and intentional killing 
of another without lawful excuse or mitigating circumstances. 


3. No particular time is necessary to constitute premeditation and delibera- 
tion for the conviction of murder in the first degree under the statute, 
and if the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the interval 
which elapses before its execution is immaterial. 

InpICTMENT for the murder of one Frank McMillan, tried before his 

Honor, Ward, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1906, of Asus. 

There was verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree, and from 


sentence thereon defendant appealed to the Supreme Court. 


(653)  Asssitant Attorney-General for the State. 
R.A. Doughton for the defendant. 
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Hoxet, J. We have given the record and the exceptions noted our 
most careful consideration, and we oe no error which entitles the 
prisoner to a new trial. . 

The objections urged upon our attention Be counsel are that the 
Judge déclined to charge as requested: 

First. That there was no evidence of a deliberate and premeditated 
murder, and, therefore, a verdict of murder in the first degree should 
not be rendered. 

Second. That to constitute murder in the first degree, there must 
exist, on the part of the slayer toward the deceased, expressed malice; 
and that in order to convict defendant of murder in the first degree in. 
this case, the jury must be satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that he 
slew deceased with particular or express eee and that he did so with 
premeditation and deliberation. 

Third. That in the charge, as given, the Court did not properly in- 
struct the jury as to what constitutes deliberation and premeditation, in 
that he did not tell them that if the purpose to kill was formed simul-_ 
taneously with the act of killing, the homicide would not be murder in 
the first degree. 

We are of opinion that none of these objections can be sustained. 

There was evidence tending to show that the son of deceased owed 
' the prisoner a small sum of money, and there was a dispute between 
them as to the amount; that a few days before the homicide, the prisoner 
was heard to say that the deceased, Frank, upheld his son, Onney, in 
not paying him the money, and that he was going to have the money or 
shoot the deceased. On the occasion of the homicide there 1s no sub- 
stantial difference in the account given by the witnesses. Three 
eye-witnesses to the occurrence testified, in substance, as fol- (654) 
lows: 

Jesse Reeves: ‘Banks left church first. McMillan and I went on 
home together. We overtook Banks and Onney McMillan and Robert 
McMillan. Then we all went on together. Banks said that Onney 
owed him $1.50, and Onney disputed the amount; and Onney put his 
hand in his pocket, and Banks said: ‘Hold on! durn you, don’t bring 
out anything, and pulled his pistol out. McMillan and the boy were 
going on. Banks had his pistol out, and told the boy not to dispute his 
word. Iie leaned up against the deceased and said: ‘Do you see this? 
Banks then went on and overtook Onney. It was twenty steps to the 
forks of the road. Banks ran up and told Onney he was going to have 
his money or beat hell out of him, and struck at him, and deceased then | 
threw his arm around Banks’ neck, and Banks fired, and deceased went 
up against a fence, and Banks kept walking up, snapping, and changed » 
the barrels with his right hand, and I saw him hit deceased with the 
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pistol. Deceased fell. Banks, after the first two shots, and while de- 
ceased was going away, fired at him three or four times. Banks snapped 
three or four times right over the deceased after the firimg, and then 
changed the butt of the pistol and hit deceased in the face.. Deceased 
walked ten steps between the time of the first and second fire.” 

Nettie Parsons: “Banks ran around deceased and shot him in the 
back. When the last shot was fired deceased had his back turned to 
Banks, and Banks followed him up and fired at him as deceased was 
going from him. Deceased had his back to Banks all the time he kept 
shooting.” 

Robert McMillan: “After we left the church Banks said to Onney, 
‘I want to see you,’ and Onney stopped. Banks had a Barlow knife, 
and, shook it at Onney and said if Onney did not pay him he would 

whip him. The deceased came up and said he meant for the boy 
(655) to pay the debt. Then they got to disputing about how much 

was owing Banks. Banks got his pistol out and showed it to the 
deceased and asked him if he saw it, and deceased said he saw it; and 
Onney went on ‘in front and Banke followed him, and told Onney he 
was going to have his money if he had to knock hell out of him. Banks 
struck at Onney, and deceased caught Banks around the neck and 
turned, and Banks shot six times. He shot all the shots and got back 
and said, ‘Damn, he would kill him,’ and fired again. Deceased was 
doing nothing, except asked us not to let him kill him. Deceased had a 
gun under his left arm, but did not change the position of the gun.” 

On cross-examination, this witness further stated: 

“Just before the two last shots were fired, Banks stepped back two or 
three feet and shot him in the back, and said he was going to kill him.” 

The deceased was struck four or five times, two’ of the shots having 
been fired in his back, one of these coming out at the nipple. He died 
in a few minutes, and not many steps from the place of the first assault. 

While there was no expert testimony as to which of the wounds 
caused the death, at the time it occurred, there was evidence to the ef- 
fect that the shots from the front entered the bowels—a kind of wound 
which, as a rule, does not cause a quick death. And there is every prob- 
ability that the shots which caused the death at the time it occurred 
were those which entered the back—most likely the one going through 
the body and coming out at the nipple. 

Without further comment, we think the mere statement of this testi- 
mony affords ample evidence that the killing was wilful, deliberate and 
premeditated, and the prayer of the prisoner addressed to the question 
was properly refused. 7 

And we are of opinion, also, that the second prayer for in- 
(656) structions on the part of the prisoner was properly declined: 
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“That to convict of murder in the first degree there should be proof be- 
proof beyond a reasonable doubt that there existed particular or ex- 
press malice on the part of the prisoner toward the deceased ?” 
_ As we interpret this prayer, it means, and was intended to mean, 

that to constitute malice, required by the statute to make out a case of 
murder in the first degree, the unlawful killing must be from personal 
ill-will or grudge between the parties. And this position, we think, is 
clearly erroneous. There has been no change wrought in this respect 
by the statute dividing the crime of murder into two degrees, Revisal, 
sec. 3631, as to the element of malice which must exist to make out the 
crime. | 

Both before and since the statute, murder is the unlawful killing of 
another with malice aforethought. See Clark’s Crim. Law, p. 187. 
This malice may arise from personal ill-will or grudge, but it may also 
be said to exist whenever there has been a wrongful and intentional 
killing of another without lawful excuse or mitigating circumstances, 
The statute does not undertake to give any new definition of murder, but 
classifies the different kinds of murder as they existed at common law, 
and which were, before the statute, all included in one and the same 
degree. 

Thus; all murder done by means of poison, lying in wait, etc., or by 
any other kind of wilful, deliberate or premeditated killing, or murder 
done in the effort to perpetrate a felony, shall be murder in the first de- 
gree, and punished with death. All other kinds of murder shall be 
deemed murder in the second degree, and punished by imprisonment in 
the State’s Prison. , 

But the constituent definition of murder remains as it was, and in 
neither degree is it necessarily required that the unlawful killing should 
be from personal ill-will or grudge. S. v. Walcox, 118 N. C., 

1131; S. v. Fonley, 118 N. C., 1161. (657) 

Nor can the. exception made to the charge as given be sus- ° 
tained: “That the Court failed to tell the jury that if the purpose to 
kill was formed simultaneously with the ‘killing, the homicide would not 
be murder in the first degree.” 

The position is sound, and the case cited, S. v. Foster, 130 N. 0, 666, 
and other decisions, are apt to support it. 

But, assuming that the exception is open to defendant without a 
prayer for instructions to that effect, we think the defendant has had 
the benefit of the principle contended for, in the full and comprehen- 
sive charge of the Court. After explaining the nature of the crime, 
and reading the statute dividing the crime of murder into two, dearens 
the Judge, among other things, speaking of this feature of the offense, 
said : 
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- “Tn order to constitute murder in the first degree, the killing must 
not only be done with malice aforethought, expressed or implied, but it 
‘must be done with wilful premeditation and deliberation, and all, _ 
must be shown beyond a reasonable doubt. ; 

“Without wilful premeditation and deliberation being thus agua it 
cannot be murder in the first degree. 

“The word ‘wilful,’ when used in a statute creating an offense, im- 
plies the doing of the act purposely and deliberately 1 in violation of law. 
The meaning of the word ‘premeditation’ is a prior determination to 
do the act in question. It is not essential that this intention should 
exist for any considerable period of time before it is carried out. It the 
determination is formed deliberately and upon due reflection, it makes 
no difference how soon afterwards the fatal resolve 1is carried out. An 
act is done deliberately when done in cold blood and after a fixed design 
to do the act. 7 / 

“No particular time is necessary to constitute premeditation and 

(658) deliberation, and if the purpose to kill has been deliberately 

formed, the interval which elapses before its execution is 1mma- 
terial.” 

And further: | 

“Tf you find from the evidence, beyond a reasonable doubt, that the 
prisoner, Will Banks, after wilful premeditation and deliberation and 
with madice aforethought, fired a pistol at Frank McMillan, and killed 
him, then it would be your duty to return a verdict of guilty of murder 
in ihe first degree. 

“Tf you find from the evidence,. beyond a reasonable doubt, that the 
prisoner, Will Banks, with malice aforethought, intentionally fired a 
pistol at the deceased, Frank McMillan, and killed him; and you fail 
to find beyond a reasonable doubt that the killing was done with pre- 
meditation and deliberation, then it is your duty to return a verdict of 
guilty of murder in the second degree.” | : 

In this charge, as to murder in the first degree, the Court excludes 
all idea of a killing simultaneous with the conception of the homicidal 
purpose, and directs the jury, in effect, that before they can convict 
of the higher crime, the killing must bs from a fixed determination 
previously formed after weighing the matter. 

The charge, we think, gives the prisoner the full benefit of the prin- 
—etple contended for by him, and is fully sustained by authority. 8. v. 
Dowden, 118.N. C., 1145- 1153: S. v. Thomas, 118 N. C.,, 1113- 1121; 
8. uv. Spivey, 132 N. C., 989; S. v. Exum, 1388 N. C., 618. | 
_ There is no error, and the judgment below is affirmed. 


Affirmed. 
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Cited: 8. v. Jones, 145 N. 0, 470; S. v, Roloson 150 N. C., 842; 
_S. v. Spivey, 151 N. C., 685; 8. v. Baldwin, 152 N. C., 828; 8. v. ’ May- 
hew, 155 N. C., 480; 8. v. Murphy, 157 N. C., 617; 8. v. Shelton, 164 
NeO51ts 8. oe McKenzie, 166 N. C., 294. 





oe : (659) 
STATE v. HAMPTON KENDALL and JOHN VICKERS. . 
(Filed 14 May, 1907.) | 


Indictment—Murder—Judge’s Charge—Evidence—Conspiracy—Harmless 
Lirror—Ea«ceptions and Objections. 


1. The validity of a trial cannot be successfully objected to upon the ground 
that one of the jurors, in the sound legal discretion of the Court, was 
permitted to ask a competent question of a witness who was then upon 
the stand giving testimony. 


2. It is not error in the Court below, upon a trial under an indictment for 
murder, to refuse to instruct, “If the jury find that the deceased 
was slain by one of the prisoners, and are not satisfied beyond a 
reasonable doubt as to which one, the issue should be answered, ‘Not: 
guilty,’’’ when there is evidence that one of them may have been present 
aiding and abetting the other and that the killing may have been done 
in furtherance of a conspiracy between them. 


3. Upon the trial under an indictment for murder, evidence is sufficient 
to go to the jury on the question of conspiracy which tends to show 
the association between the parties, the full knowledge of the defend- 
ants of the habits and belongings of the deceased, as having ready 
money; a conversation of one of the defendants in the presence of the 
other, with a third person, that he would give such person five dollars 
to get the deceased out in the woods, which was acted upon, the other 
defendant saying the deceased “said something he was going to make 
him take back”; that defendants soon followed deceased and witness 
into the woods, and coming. upon them from a different direction, 
one of the defendants asked the deceased “what he was doing there,” 
and upon reply, “what was that to him,” called deceased a vile name; 
one of the defendants had a pistol; the witness turned her back and 
ran off and soon heard a pistol shot; afterwards the deceased was 
found dead from the effects of a bullet hole which alone would have 
caused death and with his pockets turned wrong side out. 


4, When upon the trial under an indictment for.murder there igs an absence 
of any evidence tending to establish the crime of manslaughter, and 
the defendant has been convicted of murder, a mistake in the charge 
of the Court as to manslaughter is harmless error, and the verdict 
of the jury will not be disturbed on that account. — 


InpictmEent for the murder of one Lawrence Nelson, tried 
before his Honor, Peebles, J., and a jury, at February Term, (660) 
1907, of Carpwer. 

There was testimony on the part of the State tending to show that — 
deceased, Lawrence Nelson, disappeared from the knowledge and obser- 
vation of his associates and neighbors in Lenoir, N. C., where he then 
worked, on 25 September, 1906; and that on 11 December following his 
dead body was found in the woods, three and one-half miles northeast 
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of the town of Lenoir; that the body had a bullet-hole which entered 
from the back of the neck; and Dr. Kent, the expert examined, testified 
that the ball entered from behind, and at the point would have caused 
his death if deceased had been alive when the wound was received. The 
body, when found, gave evidence of having been dead for a considerable 
time, and the left-hand hip-pocket had been turned wrong side out; and 
it was shown that he was in the habit of carrying his money in that © 
pocket. It was proved that Nelson and the two prisoners had boarded 
together at the same house, Kendall and deceased staying in the same 
room; and it was shown that the three were together for several hours 
the morning of the day he disappeared; that deceased was a man who 
had ready money, and that the fact was known to both the prisoners; 
and that on the occasion of the homicide, as claimed by the State, 
Nelson had shown some money—two twenty-dollar gold pieces and 
some silver and greenbacks and none was found on his person when the 
body was found, as stated. 
Onah Grier, a witness for the State, testified, among other things, as 
follows: | 
“T saw Kendall and Vickers at the depot that day, too—never saw 
them before. They were on the yard at the depot. I did not talk with 
them. Mag Lewis was with them; talked with them. Kendall gave 
her $5 to get Nelson out in the woods. Vickers said Nelson said some- 
thing he was going to make him take back. Money Kendall 
(661) gave Mag was greenback. Nelson and another boy were standing 
at the railroad about fifty yards from depot, and Kendall showed 
us where they were, and we went up to them. Nelson said ‘Hello, sweet- 
heart, to Mag. We went with them up the railroad, and then to a 
negro restaurant. Nelson and the other man—JI don’t know who he was 
—went to the edge of Freedman. Mag and I bought corned beef, crack- 
ers, chipped beef and peanuts at the restaurant. We turned to the left 
from there, crossed a creek on a foot-log, went on another path and 
turned into an old road. Stopped outside of road, and Mag built a fire 
and roasted some peanuts. The time was about 5:30 o’clock in the even- 
ing. We went back into the road, and the other boy came to us and 
we all went back to the fire. Nelson cut some pine bushes for us to sit 
on. We ate peanuts and talked around the fire. We saw Kendall and 
Vickers coming a different way from the one we came. Kendall asked 
Nelson what he was doing there, and Nelson asked him what it was to 
him. Vickers called Nelson a son of a bitch. Vickers had a pistol, 
and I said to Mag, ‘Let’s run,’ and we ran. The other man who was 
with Nelson ran. I heard a pistol fire about one hundred yards away. 
Tt was about dusk. I never saw the man who ran first any more that 
night, nor any of the others. We ran down a little hill; don’t know 
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what direction. We rambled around all night until four o’clock next 
morning, then went into a house and asked for something to eat, but 
did not get it, and then went to a negro restaurant and bought something 
to eat. * * * We all talked together at the fire. Nelson showed 
us some money. There were two twenty-dollar gold pieces, some green- 
backs and some silver. There were two keys in his purse also. Don’t 
know what he did with the money after showing it to us. He gave me 
fifty cents. I never saw him after that. Next saw Kendall and | 
_ Vickers at the magistrate’s trial.” (662) 
Defendants denied having anything to do with the killing or 
knowing anything about it. Denied any acquaintance with Onah 
Grier and any and all facts testified to by her which tended to inculpate 
them, and offered evidence tending to prove an altho. 

There was a verdict of murder in the second degree, and from sen- 
tence on the verdict the defendants excepted and appealed. 


Assistant Attorney-General Clement and W. C. Newland for the State. 
Lawrence Wakefield, R. Z. Innney, Mark Squires and Jones & Whas- 
nant for the defendants. 


Hoxe, J., after stating the case: The verdict shows, necessarily, 
that the jury have rejected the evidence of the prisoners in denial of 
their guilt and tending to establish an alibi, and have accepted the tes- 
timony of the State; and this being true, defendants may well feel that 
they have been mercifully dealt with by the verdict and that every rea- 
sonable doubt arising on this testimony has been resolved in their favor. 

It is objected to the validity of the trial that one of the jurors was 
permitted to ask a question of a witness who was then upon the stand 
giving his testimony. There is no reason that occurs to us why this © 
should not be allowed in the sound legal discretion of the Court, and 
where the question asked is not in violation of the general rules estab- 
lished for eliciting testimony in such cases. This course has always 
been followed without objection, so far as the writer has observed, in the 
conduct of trials in our Superior Courts, and there is not only nothing 
improper in it when done in a seemly manner and with the evident pur- 
pose of discovering the truth, but a juror may, and often does, 

-ask a very pertinent and helpful question in furtherance of the (663) 
investigation. Authority is also in favor of the Court’s action in | 
permitting the question. Schaffer v. R. R., 128 Mo., 65. 

The prisoners further except because the Court refused to give their 
prayers for instruction that, “If the jury find that the deceased was 
slain by one of the prisoners, and are not satisfied beyond a reasonable 
doubt as to which one, their verdict should be, ‘Not guilty’” .This 
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prayer is defective in that it entirely ignores the view, and the evidence 
which tends to support it, that one may have been present aiding and 
abetting the other, and that the killing may have been done in further- 
ance of a conspiracy between them. This limitation on the position 
stated in the above prayer is suggested in S. v. Finley, 118 N. C., 1162, 
the authority relied upon by the prisoners to sustain them in their ex- 
ception. The prayer, with the proper modification arising from the 
testimony, was correctly and fairly given by his Honor in a portion of 
the penoral charge, as follows: 

“If the State has satisfied you beyond a reasonable doubt that Law- 
rence Nelson was unlawfully killed on 25 September, 1906, then it is 
your duty to go one step further to ascertain whether or not the defend- 
ants, or either of them, did the killing. If the evidence satisfies you 
beyond a reasonable doubt that he was killed by one or the other of the 
defendants, both being present, and you are not satisfied beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt which one killed him, then it would be your duty to acquit 
them both, unless the evidence satisfies you beyond a reasonable doubt 
that they were there together aiding and abetting or encouraging each 
other, or that they formed a conspiracy and got Mag Lewis to entice him 
out there in the woods, and went out there in pursuance of that con- 
spiracy, and one killed ee in the presence of the other.” 

It is further objected in this connection, that there was no 

(664) evidence tending to establish a conspiracy, but a reference to the 

' testimony contained in the record affords ample evidence of a 

common purpose—that one was present aiding and abetting the other, 

and further discussion of this objection is not required. Objection is 

further made that the Judge below gave an incorrect charge in the 
question of manslaughter, as follows: 

“Whenever it is admitted or established to the satisfaction of a jury 
and beyond a reasonable doubt that one man kills another with a deadly 
weapon, the law presumes that the killing was done with malice and 
places the burden on the defendant to satisfy the jury beyond a reason- 
able doubt by the greater weight of the evidence that he killed the 
deceased under circumstances that would mitigate the crime to man- 
slaughter or excuse it altogether.” The error assigned being that mat- 
ter in mitigation is not required to be proved beyond a reasonable doubt. 
The position of counsel is correct in this. This Court has repeatedly — 
held that facts and circumstances of this character need only to be 
proved to the satisfaction of the jury. S. v. Clark, 134 N. C., 698; 
S. v. Byrd, 121 N. C., 684. But the mistake, which was, no doubt, 
an inadvertence on the part of the trial J udge, does not constitute rever- 
sible error, for the reason that it was made in presenting the question of | 
manslaughter, and in no aspect of the testimony is there any feature of 


manslaughter in the case. 
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if there is any evidence to be considered by the jury which tends to re- 
duce the crime to manslaughter, the prisoner, by proper motion, is 


entitled to have this aspect of the case presented under a correct charge; 


and if the charge given on this question be incorrect, such a mistake will 
- constitute reversible error, even though the prisoner should be convicted 
of a graver crime, for it cannot be then known whether, if the 

case had been presented to the jury under a correct charge, they (665) 
might not have rendered their verdict for the lighter offense. 

But where there is an entire absence of any evidence tending.to estab- 
lish the crime of manslaughter, and the prisoner has been convicted of 
murder, a mistake in the charge of the Court as to manslaughter is con- 
sidered harmless error, and for such error the verdict and judgment will 
not be disturbed. S. v. White, supra; S. v. Capps, 1384 N. C., 622; 8. 
v. Utley, 182 N. C., 1022; 8S. v. Foster, 180 N. C., 666. And so it is 
here. There is abundant evidence from which the prisoners might have 
been convicted of murder in the first degree. There are phases of the 
evidence which justify the verdict as rendered. But assuming that one: 
of the prisoners fired the fatal shot. while the other was present, aiding 
and abetting—and this view the jury have adopted under a correct charge 
-—-there is no evidence which tends to reduce the killing to manslaughter 
or to make out, in their favor, a case of excusable homicide. There is 
no evidence tending to show that deceased was killed in the anger 
aroused by a sudden combat into which the prisoners had unexpectedly 
entered ; none which tends to rebut the malice implied by the law when 
one has been intentionally killed with a deadly weapon. S. v. Chavis, 
80 N. C., 3538; S. v. Peter Johnson, 48 N. C., 266. The other excep- 
tions are without merit, and the judgment below is affirmed. 


No Error. 
Cited: S. v. Dove, 156 N. C., 657; S. v. Greer, 162 N. C., 652. 





| | | (666) 
STATE v. C. F. MALLARD. 


(Filed 14 May, 1907.) — 
Indictment—Trespass—Railroads—Right of Way—Appeal—A dvice of Counsel, 


Payment of the appraisement into Court is a condition precedent to a right 
of entry for construction purposes by a railroad; upon the trial under 
an indictment (Revisal, sec. 3688) for trespass on lands after being 
forbidden, it is no defense to show that defendant acted under the 

instructions of his superior officer of a railroad company in entering 
upon the lands to construct a railroad, pending an appeal by the 
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railroad company (Revisal, sec. 2587), when the company has not 

paid into Court the sum appraised by the commissioners. Evidence 

that such superior officer therein acted by the advice of counsel learned 
- in the law is incompetent. 


Tue defendant was tried at November Term, 1906, of Dupri before 
his Honor, Jones, J., and a jury, for a violation of section 3688 of the 
Revisal, upon appeal from a justice of the peace, and was convicted. 
From the judgment rendered, defendant appealed. 


Aesstonedomiaeeneral Clement for the State. | 
Rountree & Carr for defendant. 


Brown, J. This case is similar to S. v. Wells, 142 N. C., 595, the 
offense having been committed at the same time. In fact, Wells was 
working under this defendant, and for the same company, at the time 
of the alleged trespass. In Wells’ case the Judge found the facts by 
consent, and as they were held to be insufficient to support the judgment, 
a new trial! was directed. — 

This case was tried before a jury, and comes up upon assignments of 
error to his Honor’s rulings. In was held in Wells’ case the Judge 
found the facts by consent, and as they had no authority to proceed to 
construct its road upon the lands of others until the amount of the 
appraisement had been paid in Court. 

The defendant’s own evidence shows that he was assistant su- 
(667 ) perintendent of the logging department and had charge of the 
building of the railroad; that, acting under orders from his 
superior, he and his force had entered on Carter’s land and were con- 
structing their road thereon against the protests of the owner. It is not 
pretended that such entry was for the purpose of marking out and sur- 
veying the route. It is not pretended that, pending the appeal in the 
condemnation proceeding, the appraisement money had been paid into 
Court, and the defendant fails to state in his evidence that he was in- 
formed or believed that it had been paid. At the same time he states 
that he knew the land was Carter’s property, and that on the profile map 
furnished by the company Carter’s name was put down as the owner. 
The defendant offers no evidence, except that in entering and construct- 
ing the road he obeyed the order of his superior officer. 

The defendant offers to prove that his superior officer, Parsley, was 
advised by counsel learned in the Jaw to proceed to constrict the road, 
notwithstanding the money had not been paid. There may be cases 
where, under certain circumstances, such advice might be evidence of the 
bona fides of an entry; but. here the facts are all before the Court, and, 
giving the defendant credit for all he offered to prove, the entry can 
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neither be justified nor excused. S. v. Durham, 121 N. C., 546; 8S. v. 
Bryson, 81 N. C., 595; 8. v. Crawley, 103 N. C., 353; S. v. Fisher, 109 
N.-C., 817. 

Payment of the appraisement into Court is a cohditon precedent 
before a right of entry can be acquired for construction purposes. Rev., 
2587. This is a reasonable protection to the land-owner, and without 
compliance with the statute the company cannot justify its entry, not- 
withstanding the advice of counsel. To hold that the orders of the 
officers, although based on such advice, would justify or excuse such 
entry, nothing else appearing, would destroy the protection the 
statute gives to the land-owner and lay open his lands to unwar- (668) 
ranted seizure by every so-called railroad and logging corporation 
(whether solvent or insolvent) that desired to cross his lands and had 
been able to secure the right of eminent domain as a common carrier 
and public servant. : 
assuming that strictures of the Solicitor in his argument to the jury 

upon the high-handed conduct of the logging company were unduly 
severe, which we by no means concede, ‘yet the defendant was not pre- 
judiced thereby. His Honor might well have instructed the jury that 
upon all the evidence, if believed, including that of defendant himself, 
they should find him guilty. 


Affirmed. 


WALKER, J., concurs in result. 





STATE v. F. B. BRITTAIN. 
(Filed 14 May, 1907.) 


Indictment—Legislative Enactments—Constitutional Limitations—Jurors— 
Practice—Mayor’s Court—Appeal. . 
1, The method by which jurors are to be selected and summoned not being 
prescribed by the Constitution, and no limitation therein upon the 
power of the General Assembly to regulate it, an exception to the 
validity of section 10, chapter 158, of the Private Laws of 1895, because 
the jurors were not drawn out of the box, but were summoned by the 
marshal as directed by the act, cannot be sustained in a criminal action 
charging defendant with selling liquor in violation of section 9 of 

said act. 
2. The defendant’s rights, guaranteed by the Constitution under an indictment 
for violating the provisions of chapter 158 of the Private Laws of 
1895, are preserved to him when an unrestricted appeal from the Mayor 
of the town is given him by the act and the trial in the Superior Court 
is de novo; alleged errors in the Mayor’s Court may be disregarded 

' On appeal to the Supreme Court. 
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‘THIS was a criminal action charging ielomiant with selling 
(669) liquor after 11 o’clock P. M., under sec. 9, ch. 158, of the Private 
Laws of 1895, begun before the Mayor of "Morganton and carried 

on appeal by the defendant to the Superior Court of Burrs, where the 
case was tried at March Term, 1907, before his Honor, Guion, J., and 
from the judgment rendered, defendant appealed to the Supreme Court. 


Assistant Attorney-General and Avery & Hrwin for the State. 
wie Ervin for the defendant. 


Brown, J. The constitutionality of Private Laws, ch. 158, creating | 
the mayoralty of Morganton a special court, with full jurisdiction to 
try and punish offenses of the character of that with which the defend- 
ant is charged, has been affirmed by this Court in 8S. v. Powell, 97 N. C., 
417. The defendant demanded a jury trial before the Mayor under sec- 
tion 10 of the-act, and excepts because the jurors were not drawn out of 
.the box, but were summoned by the marshal as directed by the act, sec- 
tion 10.. The exception cannot be sustained. What is meant by the 
terms jury and grand jury, as used in the Constitution, is fully defined 
in the learned opinion of Mr. Justice Shepherd in S. v. Barker, 107 N. 
. C., 914, but the method by which the jurors are to be selected and sum- 
moned is nowhere prescribed by our Constitution, and we find no limi- 
tation therein upon the power of the General Assembly to regulate it. 
The sheriffs almost daily select and summons talis jurors and special 
veniremen, and in certain contingencies the Judge may appoint a per- 
son to select and summons jurors. Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 576. We 
notice this exception to the regularity of the proceeding before the 
Mayor only because it was strongly urged, and not that 1t is necessary in 

our opinion to consider it. This defendant’s rights, guaranteed 

(670) by the Constitution, are fully protected when the right of unre- 

stricted appeal is given him ‘by the statute. S. v. Lytle, 1388 N.- 

©., 742. Inasmuch as the trial in the Superior Court is de novo, the 

alleged errors committed in the Mayor’s Court may, therefore, be disre- 

garded. 8: v. Koonce, 108 N. C., 752. To the proceedings in the Su- 

perior Court no exception is taken, except one, which is disposed of by 
what we have said. 

No Error. 


Cited: S. v. Shine, 149 N. C., 482. 
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| (671). 
STATE v. JOHN LONG. tis 


(Filed 14 May, 1907.) 


AdicteM= Bipany—iniudes—Wonstiuional Tie Suiipes S ‘Cndrie=Brae: | 
tice—Evidence—Presumption—Marriage in Another See ait of Indict- 
ment—Seven Years’ Absence. 


1. Revisal, sec. 3361, is constitutional under the State and Federal constitu- 
tions. When a man having a lawful wife admits a second marriage 
in another State, the bigamous marriage is exploited by his living 
openly and avowedly in this State with his wife by the second marriage, 
and the offense may be dealt with, tried, determined and punished 
in the county where the offender may be apprehended or be in custody. 

2. Revisal, sec. 3361, does. not by its language make it necessary for the 
indictment to state the dates of the marriages in a charge of the 
felonious offense of bigamy, and section 3255 thereof provides that no 
judgment upon any indictment for a felony or misdemeanor shall be 
stayed or reversed for omitting to state the time at which the offense 
was committed, where time is not of the essence of the offense. 

3. Under an indictment for bigamy, Revisal, 3361, it is unnecessary to state 
where the second marriage took place. 

4. Under Revisat, sec. 3361, it is not necessary that the offense of bigamy 
should be committed in the county where the bill is found, to confer 
jurisdiction, and the proper remedy, where permissible, is by plea 
in abatement. , 

5. When it appears under an indictment for bigamy (Revisal, 3361) that the 
offense was committed outside of this State, Jurisdiction of the courts 
of this State is ousted; but the presumption is in favor of jurisdiction, 
and the burden of proof is on the defendant. He must prove that the 
offense had not in fact been committed in the county where the bill was 
found, and a motion to quash or in arrest will not be granted. Re- 
visal, 3255. 

6. If the defendant desires fuller fitoeniation upon which to prepare his 
‘defense than is required to be charged in the indictment for bigamy, 
Revisal, sec. 3361, he should ask for a bill of particulars. Revisal, 3244. 

7. A certificate on the back of the bill of indictment not appearing to have 

' been signed by the foreman of the grand jury is not ground for a 
motion to quash or in arrest of judgment, under Revisal, sec. 3254, 
. unless it is shown that, in fact, the “witnesses marked X” had not 
been “sworn and examined.” | 

8. The proviso of Revisal, 3361, as to divorce and seven years’ absence are 
matters of defense, ‘which the defendant must prove to withdraw him- 
self from the operation of the statute. 


InpictMENT for bigamy, tried before his Honor, Guion, J., and a 
jury, at April Term, 1907, of Rotuerrorp. | 
The defendant’s donnsel moved to quash the bill of indictment apon 
the grounds: 

1. That.the bill is defective in that it failed to charge the date of 
either of the alleged marriages. 

9. That the bill is defective, because it fails to allege where and when 


the second marriage took place. 
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3. That the bill is defective, as it failed to allege that the former wife 
had not been divorced, or that she had not been out of the State and 
knowledge of the defendant for seven years. 

4. That the bill is defective, because the foreman of the oan jury 
did not sign the instrument on fie back of the bill, underneath the words 
“Those marked X sworn and sent.” 

5. That there was no evidence upon which to base a verdict of 


(672) guilty. 
The motion was disallowed, and defendant appealed. 


Hayden Clement, Assistant Attorney-General, for State. 
D, F, Morrow for defendant. 


Crarx, OC. J. Indictment for bigamy. The marriage to the Jawful 
wife was proven by her. Rev., 1636. The defendant filed a written 
statement at the trial, as follows: “I admit the second marriage, and 
that it was solemnized in the State of South Carolina, under the laws 
of that State, to Dovie Owens.” The evidence was uncontradicted that 
the defendant returned here and lived for four weeks with Dovie Owens 
in Rutherford County, as man and wife, stating that she was his wife, 
and openly claiming her as such. There was no evidence.for the de- 
fendant. 

The Court properly refused to instruct the jury, as prayed, that upon 
the whole evidence the defendant was not guilty’ The prayer was doubt- 
less based upon a misconception of 8. v. Cutshall, 110 N. C., 588. In 
that case it was held in a very able opinion by Judge Avery, with full 
citation of authorities, that under our statute (Rev. 3361), though the 
second marriage is solemnized in another State, the defendant will be 
adjudged guilty of bigamy here if he shall thereafter cohabit with such 
person within this State, citing S. v. Fitzgerald, 75 Mo., 571, and other 
cases. While the second marriage elsewhere commences the hicaniy, the 
- subsequent living here in the bigamous relation gives force and validity 
to our statute, which confers jurisdiction, though the second marriage, 
“has taken place” in another State. Bigamy, like marriage, is a status, 
and not merely the wedding ceremony. Our statute is a necessity. 
Without it the offense of bigamy could be perpetrated with impunity, to 

the scandal of all good citizens, by a man simply marrying an- 
(673) other woman, in one State during his wite’s life, and living with 
her in another, 

The statute (Rev., 3361) provides: “If any person, pete married, 
shall marry any other person, during the life of the former husband or 
wife, whether the second marriage shall have taken place in the State 
of North Carolina or elsewhere, every such offender * * * shall 
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be guilty of a felony,, and any such offense may be dealt with, tried, de- 
termined and punished in the county where the offender shall be ap- 
prehended or be in custody.” There is nothing in the State or Federal 
Constitution which disables the Legislature from enforcing this statute, 
‘when, though the second marriage took place elsewhere, the bigamous 
marriage is exploited by avowedly and open living in ratification of it 
‘in this State. 

The defendant moved to quash, and also in arrest of judgment, be- 
cause (by reason of failure to fill up certain blanks in the indictment) 
the indictment— 

(1) Did not charge the date of either marriage. It is sufficient to 
follow the words of the statute, and the date of marriages is not re- 
quired to be charged. Rev., 3361. Besides, Rev., 3255, provides: “No 
judgment upon any indictment for felony or misdemeanor shall be 
stayed or reversed * * * for omitting to state the time at which 
the offense was committed, where time is not of the essence of the of- 
fense.” S.v. Burton, 1 138 WN. C., 578; S. v. Arnold, 107 N. C., 864; S.v. 
Peters, tb., 883. 

(2) Because the indictment does not allege where the second mar- 
riage took place. The statute (Rev. 3361) provides that it is imma- 
terial whether it took place in “North Carolina or elsewhere” and 8S. v. 
. Cutshall, 110 N. C., 548, upholds the validity of the statute, as above 
stated, if there is subsequent bigamous cohabitation here. 

(3) Because it is not charged that the offense was poniunieied: 
in Rutherford County and in this State. The finding and return (674) 
of the bill by the grand jury of any county is sufficient prima 
facte to confer jurisdiction. The bill must charge the constituent ele- 
ments of the offense, but need not set out time and place when not an 
element thereof. It is not always necessary, either in England or in 
this State, that the offense should in fact have been committed in the 
county where the bill is found. If the defendant wishes to urge that 
the offense was committed in another county, his remedy is not by. a 
motion to quash, or in arrest, but by a plea in abatement (equivalent to 
a motion to remove in a civil action). Connor, J., in 8. v. Burton, 138 
N. C., 578; S. v. Holder, 183 N. C., 711; 8. ». Carter, Purches, J., 126 
N. C., 1012; 8. v. Lytle, 117 N. C., 801. | 

If the defendant wishes to rely upon the fat that ih offense was 
committed outside the State, he cannot move to quash or in arrest, but 
must prove the fact in defense under his plea of not guilty. Hoke, J., 8. 
v. Barrington, 141 N. C., 820; Connor, J., 8S. v. Burton, 188 N. C., 578 
(in which neither time nor place were proven); S. v. Blackley, 1388 N. 
—C., 622; S. vo. Mitchell, 83 N. C., 674. When it appears, whether in the 
- evidence for the State or defendant, that the offense was committed out 
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of the State, jurisdiction is ousted. S. v. Buchanan, 1380 N. C., 660. But 
the presumption is in favor of jurisdiction, and the burden is on the de- 
fendant. S. v. Barrington, supra. | 

Furthermore, Rev., 3255, forbids quashing or arrest of judgment “for 
want of a proper and perfect venue” when the offense charged is one of 
which the Court had jurisdiction, as here, of bigamy. In S. v. Wallsam- 
son, 81 N. C©., 540, the indictment did not charge that the offense was 
- committed in the county, and Smith, C. J., said that “the want of such 

averment of a proper and perfect venue is not fatal to a bill of 
(675) indictment,” and sustained: the refusal of a motion in arrest. 

- Even in iadicements for murder it is “not necessary to prove that 
it was committed in the county.” S. v. Outerbridge, 82 N. C., 617, and 
Rev., 3255, prohibits quashing, or arresting judgment, for failing to 
aver "any raattar unnecessary to be proved.” 

Formerly failure to allege and prove the locality, appropriate to the 
forum, was fatal, because essential to the jurisdiction, both in civil 
and criminal actions. Now this has been wisely reversed by statute. 
Jurisdiction of the locality of the transaction is presumed if the Court 
has general jurisdiction of such subject-matter. A party in a civil ac- 
tion must move to remove (Rev., 425), else the trial will proceed where 
the action is brought; and likewise in a criminal action the defendant 
must plead in abatement (which is equivalent to a motion to remove, 
S. v. Lewis, 142 N. C., 636), if he thinks the trial should be in an- 
other county; and in both civil and criminal actions, if he relies upon 
defect of jurisdiction because the transaction occurred in another State, 
he must prove it as a defense under the general issue. 

Not only the above is true, but as to this particular offense the statute 
(Rev., 3361) expressly gives jurisdiction in any county “where the of- 
fender shall be apprehended, or be in custody.” Hence, it is not neces- 
sary elther to allege or prove that the offense was committed in that 
- county. This provision obtains in England by statute as to many of- 
fenses, and we have recently held as to Rev., 3233, that our Legislature 
has the same plenary power. S. v. Lewis, 142 N. C., 626. The same 
provision that a prosecution may be begun in any county of the State 
was enacted in the “Johnston” Act, Laws 1770, ch. 1, sec. 4 (25 State 
Records, 519b). If the offense occurred out of the State, that is a mat- 
ter, as we have seen, to be proven in defense, 

If the defendant had wished fuller information in regard to 

(676) matters not named in the statute as ingredients of the offense, 
and therefore not required to be charged (S. v. Covington, 125 

N. C., 642), so as to prepare his defense, such as the times and places 
of the marriages, he should have asked for a bill of particulars, as is 
now provided by Rev., 3244. 8S. v. Brady, 107 N. C., 826; 8. v. Gates, 
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ib., 8832; S. v. Dunn, 109 N. C., 840; 8. vo. Bryant, 111 N. C., 693; S. v. 
Shade, 115 N. ©., 758; Townsend v. Williams, 117 N. C., 387; 8. 
Pickett, 118 N. C,, 1931; Gold Brick case, 129 N. C., 657 ; S. v. Van 
Pelt, 186 N. C.,, 639 and 669. A bill of particulars will not ‘eupply any 
matter required to be charged in the indictment, as an ingredient of 
the offense, but the statute (Rev. 3361) does not make the time or place 
of either marriage an element of the offense, but, on the contrary, ex-. 
pressly makes the place of the second marriage immaterial, and confers 
jurisdiction in the county where the offender is “apprehended or in cus- 
tody.” There was, however, in fact the fullest proof of bigamy, by co- . 
habitation after the second marriage in Rutherford County. 

(4) The defendant further contends that the bill was defective. be- 
cause it does not appear that the foreman signed the certificate on the 
back of the bill that the “witnesses marked X” had been “sworn and 
examined.” It was recently held in S. v. Sultan, 142 N. C., 572-3, that 
this informality was cured by Rev., 3254, citing the numerous authori- 
ties to that effect and overruling 8. v. M cBroom, 127 N. C., 528, the 
only case to the contrary. 

( 5) The defendant further objected to the bill that it did not nega- 
tive divorce and seven years’ absence. But these were matters in the 
proviso to Rev., 3361, and need not be negatived in the indictment. 
They are matters of defense which the defendant must prove to with- 
draw himself from the operation of the statute. S. v. Goulden, 

134 N. C., 746, citing 8. v. Norman, 18 N. C., 222, and numer- (677) 
ous other cases here and elsewhere, among the latter Lord Den- 
man, OC. J.,in Murray v. Reg., 7 Q. B., 706. | 

There could not be less merit in any case. The defendant’s written 
admission of the “second marriage” necessarily admits also the first, 
which was also proven by his deserted wife herself, and the evidence of . 
the open and shameless cohabitation in Rutherford County, with the 
second wife, was plenary and without contradiction. The defendant 
cannot complain of any severity in his sentence. | 

No Error. 


WALKER, J. concurs in result. 


Cited: 8.0. R. R., 145 N. C., 575; 8. o. Rind 151 N. C., 714, 716. 





STATE v. KING and COOPER. 
(Filed 27 May, 1907.) 
Indictment—Solicitor’s Fee—Statutes. 


1. The fees of the Solicitors are matters entirely of statutory regulation; 
under Revisal, sec. 2768, when default was made by one indicted for a 
misdemeanor and judgment nisi entered against him and his surety, 
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thereafter made absolute, and at a still subsequent term the surety 
produced the defendant, and the penalty of the appearance bond was 
remitted by the Court, upon payment of costs, the Solicitor is not 
entitled to a fee upon the sci. fa. 


2. Under Revisal, sec. 2768, providing that the “Solicitors of the several 
judicial districts and criminal courts shall prosecute all penalties and 
forfeited recognizances entered in their courts, respectively, and as a 
compensation for their services shall receive a sum to be fixed by the . 
Court, not more than five per centum of the amount collected,” etc., 
the Solicitor is not entitled to a fee upon a judgment nisi of four dol- 
lars, or any other amount, when at a subsequent term the defendant 
is produced by his surety, the Court suspends the judgment upon pay- 
ment of the costs of the sci. fa., and remits the penalty upon the ap- 
pearance bond. 


3. Under the Revisal, sec. 3220, the Solicitor has no vested right to his fee 
under an absolute judgment upon a forfeited recognizance which was 
subsequently set aside by the Court in the exercise of his discretionary 
power. 


(S. v. Whisnant, 5 N. C., 287, holding that in a proceeding by scire facias, 
where the costs are taxed, the Solicitor is entitled to a fee of four 
dollars, discussed and distinguished.) 


(678) : 
AppEAL from an order retaxing bill of costs, heard before 
O. Hf. Allen, J., November Term, 1906, of Buncomss. 

Defendant Bob King, having been held for a misdemeanor, defendant 
A. L. Cooper became surety for his appearance before the Superior 
Court of Buncombe County. At January Term, 1906, defendant Bob 
King having made default, judgment nest was duly entered against him 
and his surety; and at August Term, to-wit, 11 August, 1906, judgment 
absolute was entered against defendant and his surety for the penalty 
of the bond and the costs. At November Term, 1906, the surety having 
procured the presence of defendant Bob King, said defendant then plead 
guilty on the indictment, and judgment was suspended on the payment 
of the costs of the principal case, to-wit, the indictment, and the costs 
of the scz. fa., the penalty of the appearance bond being remitted. 

In taxing the bill of costs of the scz. fa., against defendants, the Clerk 
included a tax fee of $4 each as fees for the Solicitor. On the hearing 
of the motion to retax, the Court made some modifications of the bill as 
taxed by the Clerk, and, with other changes, disallowed the fees taxed 
on the sci. fa. for lie Solicitor, and this officer nies and appenten) 
claiming: 

First. That the fees were properly taxed. 

Second. That if they were disallowed, he was in any event en- 
(679) titled to a commission on the judgment absolute which had been | 
entered on the bond at August Term, 1906. 


George A. Shuford for plaintiff. 


Frank Carter, contra. - 
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Hors, J., after stating the facts: The fees due the Solicitors of the 
State are a matter entirely of statutory regulation, and on the questions 
presented by the present appeal are governed by Revisal 1905, sec. 2768. 
This section provides: 

“First. The Solicitors shall, in addition to the general compensation 
allowed them. by the State, receive the follogine fees, and no other, 
namely ; | 
“For every conviction upon an indictment which they may prosecute 
for a capital crime, twenty dollars. Be cy 

“For perjury, forgery, counterfeiting, passing or snannGae to pass 
or sell any forged or counterfeited paper or evidence of debt maliciously 
injuring or attempting to imjure any railroad or railroad car, or any 
person traveling on such railroad car; stealing or obliterating records; 
stealing, concealing, destroying, or obliterating any will; maliciously 
burning or attempting to burn houses or bridges; misdemeanors of ac- 
cessories after the fact to felonies; in each of the above cases, ten dol- 
lars. 

“For larceny, receiving stolen goods, embezzlement, frauds, maims, 
deceits and escapes, five dollars. 

“For all other offenses, four dollars.” 

Then follows, in the same section, a clause as to prosecution of pen- 
alties and forfeited recognizances, as follows: 

“The Solicitors of the several judicial districts and criminal courts. 
shall prosecute all penalties and forfeited recognizances entered in their 
courts, respectively, and as compensation for their services shall receive 
a sum to be fixed by the Court, not more than five per centum of 
the amount collected upon such penalty or forfeited recog- (680) 
nizance.” 

There is nothing in this section which permits or suggests the con- 
struction that the Solicitor is entitled to a fee of four dollars on a pen- 
alty of forfeited recognizance. It is argued that a right to such a fee 
may exist under and by virtue of the words, “For all other offenses, 
four dollars,” the argument being that the term “offense” is broad 
enough to include default in failing to make appearance as required by 
the bail bond. This might be true as a matter of general definition, but | 
such an interpretation is not permissible here. If the section were at 
all ambiguous, a proper application of the maxim, “Noscttur a soctis,” 
would forbid it. The statute is giving a general and inclusive statement 
of the various offenses which a Solicitor is called on to prosecute, and 
after specifying a long list of these offenses, in which other amounts are 
allowed, concludes with the sentence in question, “For all other offenses, 
four dollars,” meaning, undoubtedly, criminal offenses, the kind about 
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which it was treating. But no application of the maxim is required or 
permitted, for the reason that on a perusal of the entire section the 
meaning is too plain for construction; for all of the clauses specifying 
fees for these offenses are, by correct interpretation, referred to the 
opening one: “For every conviction upon an indictment which they 
may prosecute,” these fees are allowed. Here, in explicit terms, the fees 
are confined to prosecutions in which there has been a conviction on in- 
dictment. While the facts are not exactly similar, the construction we 
have adopted is, we think, established by the decision of the Court in 8. 
v. Dunn, 95 N. C., 698, where a prosecutor who had been adjudged to 
pay the costs in a criminal case was held not liable for a fee to the So- 
licitor, the Court saying that such fees are only due when there has been 
a “conviction on an indictment.” The very fact that in a subse- 
(681) quent clause of the same section there is a separate provision as 
to fees ix prosecutions by the Solicitor for penalties and forfeited 
recognizances, supports and emphasizes the conclusion that fees for this 
service were not and were not intended to be included in the former 
portions of the law. Nor can the Solicitor in the present case be allowed 
the commission on the penalty as contended for . Here, too, the language 
of the statute is explicit: “As compensation for their services they shall 
receive a sum to be fixed by the Court, not more than five per cent. on 
the amount collected.” | | . 
Tt is suggested for the appellant that the judgment absolute entered 
- according to scz. fa., at August Term, 1906, conferred on the Solicitor a 
vested right on the commission; and the Judge had no power, by subse- 
quent action, to deprive him of this amount. But the position cannot 
be sustained. “Not more than five per cent. on the amount collected” is 
the language of the statute; and in another section of the Revisal most 
ample power is given the presiding Judge to make such disposition of the 
judgment in these cases as right and justice may require. Section 3220 
of Revisal enacts as follows: | | 
“The Judges of the Superior Courts may hear and determine the peti- 
tion of all persons who shall conceive they merit relief on their recog- 
nizances forfeited; and may lessen or absolutely remit the same, and do 
all and anything therein as they shall deem just and right and consist- 
ent with the welfare of the State and the persons praying such relief, as 
well before as after final judgment entered and execution awarded.” 
‘The judgment in question was taken subject to the provisions of this 
law which affects its force and import throughout; and no vested right, 
therefore, can be acquired to a commission depeadent on the existence 
and collection of a judgment which his Honor, in the exercise of 
(682) this power wisely given him, has deemed it proper to set 
aside. — | 
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We are referred by counsel for the appellant to S. v. Whitsenhunt, 5 
N. C., 287, as authority for their position. The opinion in that case is 
very short, containing simply an announcement of the decision that in 
a proceeding by scire facias where costs are taxed, the Solicitor is en- 
titled to a fee of four dollars, and we are not therefore informed as to 
the reason upon which the decision is based. It was very likely, how- 
ever, made to rest on the ground that at the time the same was made 
an attorney of record, in civil cases, when judgment was entered for his 
client, was allowed a tax fee of four dollars as part of the costs; and the 
Solicitor, as such attorney, was therefore entitled to this fee whenever 
the costs ‘of a scr. fa. proceedings were imposed upon a defendant. The 
decision was in 1809, and at that time the fee tax allowed by the fee 
bill was two pounds, ieee ing been reduced from five pounds by ch. 693, 
Laws 1806, in suits of this character, the old donominational terms be- 
ing retained 4 in the statute for some time after the Federal currency-was 
established and in circulation. The value of the pound, however, while 
composed of twenty shillings, varied in the different colonies, and did 
not at all import the same amount as the English pound sterling. In 
North Carolina, The Century Dictionary informs us, the pound was 
equivalent to about two and one-half dollars, being about one-half of the 
pound sterling; the shillings being proportionately less. Then, as now, 
_ there were misapprehensions about the amount of fees to be taxed; 
some of the Clerks allowing eight shillings to the dollar of the money 
then coming into general use, and others ten, till the matter was settled 
by statute at ten shillings, making the sum of two pounds, or forty 
shillings, allowed as tax fee by the fee bill, the equivalent of four dol- 
lars of the new money; and four dollars continued to be the law 
until 1879, when the fee allowed attorneys as part of the costs (683) 
in civil suits was abolished; ch. 43, sec. 1879; and since that time 
there has been no statute allowing a tax fee as part of the costs in civil 
cases. 

There is, therefore, no authority, statutory or otherwise, for taxing 
this fee in sci. fa. cases in favor of Solicitors, and the ruling of the 
Court below in disallowing the fee is affirmed. | 

While we are of opinion that the Court below was correct in its judg- 
ment, we think it well that the Solicitor appellant has brought the 
matter before us, for the practice as to the taxing on this fee has not 
been uniform throughout the State, the decisions having left the question 
somewhat uncertain, and it was eminently desirable that it should be 
authoritatively determined. 

- There is no error, and the judgment of his Honor didieiae the fee 
is affirmed. 


Affirmed. 
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STATE and NORA WILKES v. JAMES ADDINGTON. 
(Filed 22 May, 1907.) 


Bastardy—Child Born Dead—Fine—House of Correction—County Commis- 
sioners—Right to Hire Out Defendant—I mprisonment—Police Regulation. 


1. A proceeding in bastardy is of a civil nature, not a criminal prosecution, 
and intended merely for the enforcement of a police regulation. 


2. The intent of the Legislature, Revisal, sec. 259, in the use of the word 
“fine” was in the sense of a punishment for a criminal offense, and 
such cannot be imposed by the Court in proceedings in bastardy when 
the jury finds the issue of paternity against the defendant. 


3. Under Revisal, sec. 262, the Court has no jurisdiction to enforce its order 
of “support” by committing the defendant “to the house of correction, 
to wit, the common jail, with authority of the Commissioners to have 
him work on the public roads, allowing. the sum of ten dollars a month 
for his labor, to be paid into the Court for the use of the feme plaintiff 
and paid to her in satisfaction of the said allowance.” When there is 
no house.of correction in the county, the Court can only commit him 
to jail until the performance of the order of support. 


'4, Under Revisal, sec. 259, the intention is to secure to the mother either 
her probable expenses or to reimburse her actual outlay, and the death 
of the child when born does not affect the right of the mother to 
“support”; among other things, she is entitled to pay for medical at- 
tention and medicine for herself, and the burial expenses of the child, 
soe upon the defendant’s unlawful act. Revisal, secs. 253 
and 254, : 


(684 ) 


BasTARDY PROCEEDING, commenced before a justice of the peace and 
tried on appeal by Cooke, J., and a jury, at February Term, 1907, of 
-BUNCOMBE. 

_ The evidence tended to doy that the feme plaintiff had been deliv- 

ered of a bastard, which had passed through the full period of gestation, 
but was born dead. It further tended to show that the defendant was 
thirty-eight years of age and the mother of the child sixteen years old; 
that she was sick for several weeks before and for several weeks after 
her confinement, and all the time was under the care of a physician; 
that she supplied herself with medicines and paid the child’s burial 
expenses. | 

The defendant moved to dismiss the proceeding upon the ground that © 
it will not lie where. the child was still-born. He also requested the 
Court to charge the jury that the issue, “Is the defendant the father of 
the bastard child begotten upon the ‘plaintiff? ?” should be answered 
“No,” for the reason that no child had been born alive for the defendant 
to support. Both the motion and the prayer for this instruction being 
refused, the defendant excepted. The jury found the issue in favor of 
the plaintiffs, and the Court, thereupon, adjudged that the defendant 
pay a fine of one dollar, an allowance: to the feme plaintat of forty 
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dollars, and the costs, and “in default of such payment the de- (685) 
fendant was sentenced and committed to the house of correc- 

tion, to wit, the common jail of Buncombe County, for the term of 
‘Six months, ‘with authority to the County Commissioners to have him 
to do oor on the public roads of the county, the sum of ten dollars 
per month to be allowed for his labor, which shall he paid into Court 
for the use of the feme plainteff, and paid to her in satisfaction of the 
said allowance and the fine and costs.” The defendant excepted to the - 
judgment and appealed. 


R. 8. McCall for defendant. : 
Assistant Attorney-General, Frank Carter and H. C. Chedester, 
contra. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: This Court in two recent deci- 
stons has fully determined the nature of this proceeding. It has been 
adjudged to be civil and not criminal in its nature, and is intended 
merely for the enforcement of a police regulation. S. v. Liles, 184 N. 
C., 735. It being in the nature of a civil proceeding, and the issue of 
paternity being tried according to the rules of evidence and procedure 
applicable to such a proceeding (8. v. Edwards, 110 N. C., 511), a mere 
finding of the issue against the defendant, that is, that he is the father 
of the child, would not authorize the imposition of a fine, which is a 
‘ pecuniary punishment for a criminal offense, or a contempt (which is 
quost-criminal), imposed by the Court upon conviction. S. v. Burton, 
113 N. C., 655; 13 A. and E. (2 Ed.), 58. | 

It is nes the word “fine” does not always mean a pecuniary punish- 
ment of an offense inflicted by a court in the exercise of criminal juris- 
diction. It has other meanings, and may include a forfeiture, 
or a penalty recoverable by civil action. People v. Nedrow, (686) 
-122 Iil., 363; Hanscombe v. Russell, 11 Gray (77 Mass.), 373; 

R. RK. Co. v. S., 22 Kan., 1; Black’s Dict., p. 494; 13 A and E., supra. 
The true siznification of the word when used i in a statute must “depend 
somewhat upon the context, and the meaning should be gathered from 
the intention, if the latter can fairly be ascertained from the language 
used. In ordinary legal phraseology, it is said, the term “fine” means a 
sum of money exacted of a person guilty of a misdemeanor, or a crime, 
the amount of which may be fixed by law or left in the discretion of the 
Court, while a penalty is a.sum of money exacted by way of punish- 
ment for doing some act which is prohibited, or omitting to do some- 
thing which is required to be done. Lancaster v. Richardson, 4 Lansing 
(N. oe ), 186; 138 A. and E., supra, and notes. While the words “fine” 
and “penalty” are often ‘iced interchangeably to designate the same 
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thing, we think it will accord more with the true intention of the Legisla- 
ture if we hold that in the Act of 1879, ch. 92 (Rev., sec. 259), the word 
“fine” was used in the sense of punishment for a criminal offense. In 
the first place, the amount is not fixed or certain, which 1s the general 
characteristic of a fine, but not of a penalty, the amount of the latter 
being certain, though the Legislature might perhaps. impose a penalty 
of uncertain amount. Commissioners v. Harris, 52 N, C., 281; 8. »v. 
Cainan, 94 N. C., 883; S. v. Crenshaw, 94 N. C., 877; S. v. Roce, 97 
N. C., 421. In the second place, the statute requires that the defendant 
shall be committed in default of the payment of the fine, and lastly, this 
Court has so construed the statute in former decisions. S. v. Burton, 
118 N. C., 655; S. v. Cagle, 114 N. C., 885; Myers v. Stafford, cbid., 
231; 8. v. Wynne, 116 N. C., 981. This being so, the fine cannot be 

imposed in a proceeding which is not criminal, and upon the 
(687) verdict of a jury, where the issue submitted is tried like those 

in other civil cases. Otherwise the defendant would be subjected 
to conviction and punishment as for a criminal offense without the 
rights and advantages he would have in a trial upon indictment and the 
plea of not guilty. S. v. Inles, 1384 N. C., at p. 737. Whether this 
provision of the statute is void and of no effect for the reasons we have 
given, or whether the fine may be imposed upon conviction in an inde- 
pendent prosecution, we need not decide, as that question is not before 
us. S. v. Liles, at p. 741. We only decide that the fine could not be 
exacted in this proceeding. 

Nor could the Court require the defendant to do work upon the public 
roads. The Revisal, sec. 262, authorizes him to be committed fo the 
house of correction. Whether or not this provision is constitutional we 
need not say. There is no house of correction in Buncombe County, as 
appears by the judgment. The Court could only commit him to the jail 
until he performed its order. It has been held by us that the Legisla- 
ture did not intend to punish an immoral or unlawful act, but merely 
to enforce obedience to the just requirement of the law, that the putative 
father should provide for the support of his offspring, and save the 
mother and the county harmless. S. v. Brown, 46 N. C., 129; Ward 
». Bell, 52 N. C., 79; S. v. Edwards, 110 N. C., 511. This question is 
fully discussed in S. v. Morgan, 141 N. C., 726, and the conclusion 
reached that this part of the judgment is unwarranted. Whether the 
defendant can take the insolvent debtor’s oath is also a question that is 
not presented. . 7 

The other objections of the defendant are untenable. The death of 
the child at its birth can make no difference as to the right of its mother 
to institute the proceeding. The statute expressly authorizes the mother 
to proceed against the putative father before the child is born, that 
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is, When it is en ventre sa mere. Revisal, secs. 253 and 254; (688) 
S. v, Crouse, 86 N. C., 617. The Court may continue the pro- 
ceedings until the birth of the child. Sec. 258. This clearly implies 
that the proceedings may be commenced during pregnancy. 8S. v. 
Wynne, 116 N. C., 981. The Judge was right in excluding from the 
judgment an order for a bond of. indemnity, as the county, by reason 
of the fact that the child was dead when born, was not exposed to any 
charge for its support or maintenance. But the allowance to the mother 
was properly ordered. The statute simply requires that this allowance — 
shall be made without directing how the money shall be spent. This 
leaves it discretionary with her as to how she will apply it. She was 
compelled to pay for medical attention and medicine for herself, and 
‘the burial expenses of the child, all consequent upon the defendant’s 
unlawful act. Why should he not be made to reimburse her? It ap- 
pears from the statute that this allowance could be made before her de- 
livery of the child, if there is no continuance of the trial and the pro- 
ceeding is then prosecuted to judgment. It is intended to secure to her 
elther probable expenses or to reimburse her actual outlay. 

This eliminates the fine and the alternative sentence of imprisonment 
in the honse of correction with direction that the defendant be worked 
on the public roads. The allowance will stand, and the defendant may 
be imprisoned in the county jail until he pays it and the costs, or until 
he is otherwise discharged according to law. : 

There was error in the judgment of the Court. 


Modified. 
Cited: SS. v. McDonald, 152 N. C., 804; 8. v. Currie, 161 N. C., 278. 





(689) 
STATE v. J. J. HICKS. 


(Filed 27 May, 1907.) 


Indictment—License to Practice Dentistry—Legislature—Constitutional Law 
—Burden of Proof—Evidence. 


1. The Legislature has constitutional authority to regulate the practice of 
_ dentistry under Revisal, sec. 4468, forbidding any person to practice 
who has not graduated at a reputable dental school and received a 
certificate of proficiency or qualification from the Board of Dental Ex- 
aminers, etc.; under section 4470, making the requirements inapplicable 
_ to any person who was a déntal practitioner in this State before 7 
March, 1879, if on or before 25 February, 1890, he should file a verified 
statement with the Board of Dental Examiners showing his name, 
residence, date of diploma or license, and date of commencing practice 
here; under section 3642, making it a misdemeanor to practice dentistry 
without first having passed the required examination and received 
the certificate. 
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2. While Revisal, secs. 4468, 4470, and 3642, are of a penal nature and strictly 
construed, they will receive a reasonable interpretation to discover their 
intent; the burden of proof is upon the defendant to show he came 

- under the provision of Revisal, sec. 4470, and in the absence of evidence 
that he practiced dentistry in the State before the specified time, or 
had filed the required statement, having admitted that he had not 
passed the requisite examination or received the certificate, a motion 
to quash the indictment is properly refused. 


3. The defendant, under an indictment for practicing duseistey without com- 
plying with the statute, is not excused because the designated officers 
had not furnished, as required of them, blanks upon which to make 
the statement under Revisal, sec. 4470, if he has not substantially com- 
plied with the provisions of the statute in making his statement with- 
out having the blanks. 


4. Time for filing the statement to practice dentistry ‘ifase sec, 4470, Re- 
visal, is not of the essence of the enactment; by a present compliance 
therewith the defendant will be entitled to a certificate to be registered 
under Revisal, sec. 4468, and thus become lawfully qualified to continue 

- the practice of his profession. 


THis was a eriminal action, tried before Ward, J., and a jury, at 

March Term, 1907, of CLEVELAND. 
The defendant was prosecuted in the Court below upon a war- 
(690) rant issued by a justice of the peace charging him with having, 
in October, 1906, “unlawfully and wilfully practiced dentistry 
_ without having passed the examination and obtained the certificate re- 
quired by law, contrary to the form of the statute.” He was convicted 
by the justice, and appealed to the Superior Court. There the defend- 
ant moved to quash the warrant because, first, the act of the Legislature 
under which it was issued is unconstitutional, and, second, it is not 
alleged that the defendant was not engaged in the practice a dentistry 
in this State before March 7, 1879. The warrant was amended by per- 
mission of the Court so as to meet the last objection, and the motion 
to quash was then overruled. 

It was admitted that the defendant had not passed an examination 
before the State Board of Dental Examiners and received a certificate. 
There was evidence tending to show that he was engaged in the practice 
of dentistry in Catawba County, where he resided, and in other counties 
of this State on and prior to 7 March, 1879, and had continuously since 
been so engaged, and was practising in Cleveland County at the time 
‘mentioned in the warrant. There was also evidence tending to show 
that he was not so engaged before the year 1884. Evidence was also in- 
troduced which tended to prove that the defendant went with his at- 
torney to the office of the Clerk of the Superior Court of Catawba 
County, where he resided, on 15 July, 1889, and made and filed with the 
Clerk an affidavit to the effect that he was lawfully engaged in the prac- 
tice of dentistry before 8 March, 1887, in said county, and that he paid 
the Clerk his fee for a transcript of the same. This affidavit was filed 
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in a book known as the Registry of Dentists. It was further in evi- 

dence that blanks for registration had not been furnished to the 

Clerk by the State Board of Examiners,:as required by law. (691) 
At the close of the testimony the Court charged the jury that if 

they believed the evidence and were satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt 

of the existence of all the facts testified to by the witnesses, they should 

convict the defendant. The jury returned a verdict of guilty; judgment 

was entered thereon, and the defendant appealed, having oy reserved 

his exception to the charge of the Court. 


Hayden Clement and B. C. Beckwith for the State. 
Quinn & Hamrick and T. M. Hufham for defendant. 


~Watxnr, J., after stating the case: The course of legislation upon 
the subject of dentistry has been somewhat eccentric. The Acts of 
1879, ch. 189, made it unlawful and a misdemeanor for any person but 
an authorized physician and surgeon to practice dentistry, unless he had 
graduated and received a diploma from some reputable dental institu- 
tion or had received a certificate from the Board of Examiners of the 
State Dental Society. Persons who had engaged in the practice of den- 
tistry prior to the ratification of the Act of 7 March, 1879, were ex- 
cepted from its operation. The provisions of that law were inserted 
substantially in The Code of 1883, and will be found in secs. 3148 to 
3156, inclusive. The Legislature, on 3 March, 1887 (Laws 1887, ch. 
178, sec. 4), amended the law by requiring all dentists within six months 
from the ratification of the act to be registered as therein provided with 
the Secretary of the State Board of Dental Examiners in a book for the 
purpose, and also specially required that the registration should follow 
a form to be prescribed by the said board, which should, upon applica- 
tlon, provide blanks prepared by it. It was also required that the secre- 
tary of the board should furnish a certified list of those who had regis- 
tered to the Clerk of the Superior Court of each county, to be 
~ entered by him in a book or registry kept for the purpose. ‘Fail- (692) 
ure to register as required by the act was made unlawful and a 
misdemeanor. Laws 1889, ch. 238, extended the time allowed for 
registration twelve months from the ‘date of its ratification, which was 
95 February, 1889, or until 25 February, 1890, and then provided as 
follows: “The State Board of Examiners shall within the above-pre- | 
seribed time forward the necessary blanks for registration to the Clerks 
of the Superior Courts of the respective counties, whose duty it shall be 
- to notify all persons practicing dentistry of the said requirements in 
said counties.” There were other amendments of the law not material 
to the point discussed in this case. The substance of the law was in- 
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serted in the Revisal of 1905 as secs. 4468, 4469, 4470, 3642, and 3643, 
except that sec. 4, ch. 178, Laws 1887, does not seem to have been 
brought forward, though a somewhat similar enactment in regard to 
physicians and surgeons is to be found in the Revisal as sec. 3646. The 
omission of that section of the Act of 1887 is perhaps substantially sup- 
plied by other sections of the Revisal already mentioned. Section 4468 
of the Revisal forbids any person to practise dentistry who has not 
graduated at a reputable dental school and who has not received a cer- 
tificate of proficiency or qualification from the Board of Examiners. 
This certificate must be registered, and a failure to have it registered 
‘works a forfeiture of the certificate, which will not be restored except 
upon the payment of a penalty of twenty dollars to the board for the 
general school fund. Section 4470 provides that section 4468 shall 
not apply to any person who was a dental practitioner in this State be- 
fore 7 March, 1879, if on or before 25 February, 1890, he had filed a 
verified statement with the Board of Dental Examiners showing his 
name, residence, date of diploma or license, and date of commencing the 
practice of dentistry. Section 3642 makes it a misdemeanor to 

(693) practice dentistry without having first passed the required exam1- 
nation and received a certificate. This is the substance of what 

has been done in the way of securing the proficiency of those engaged in 
the practice of dentistry. Legislation of a similar kind has been held 
to be valid in several comparatively recent decisions of this Court. 
S.v. Call, 121 N. C., 648; S.v. McKnight, 181 N. C., 717; 8. v. Baggs, 
133 N. C., 729; Hwbank v. Turner, 184 N. C., 77. This disposes of the 
defendant’s first objection raised by his motion to quash. The other 
objection was fully answered by the order of the Court amending the 
warrant. | _ | | 
The offense denounced by the statute as criminal is practising den- 
tistry without having first passed an examination and received a certifi- 
cate as provided by law. Revisal, sec. 3642. It is, then, a violation 
of section 4468 that is made a misdemeanor, and the subsequent section 
(4470) was intended to segregate all those who had practised dentistry 
prior to 7 March, 1879, into a distinct class and except them from the 
operation of section 4468, and consequently from the penal provision 
of section 3642, if (or provided that) they had complied with the Acts 
of 1887, ch. 178, sec. 4, by filing a verified statement with the secretary 
of the Board of Dental Examiners on or before 25 February, 1890. 
This is the plain meaning of the law, and while of a penal nature and to 
be construed strictly, yet it must at the same time receive a reasonable 
interpretation so as to discover the real intention of the Legislature and 
to execute its will. If any hardship results, it is not of our making. 
Under this construction and the relative position of the several sections 
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we have mentioned, the settled rule of law is that “the excepted cases 
need not be negativ ed in the indictment or warrant, nor is proof re- 
quired to be made in the first instance on the part of the prosecution. 
In such circumstances, a defendant charged with the crime, who 

seeks protection by reason of the exception, has the burden of prov. (694) 
ing that he comes within the same.” S. v. Connor, 142 N. C., 700. | 
This principle, as thus clearly stated by Justice Hoke in that case, is 
elernentary, and its application to a case like the one we now have in 
hand was not doubted by any of the Judges, although there were dissent- 
ing views expressed. We were all agreed as to that principle. See, 
also, S. v. Norman, 138 N. C., 222; S. v. Tomlinson, 717 N. C., 528; 
S. v. Heaton, 81 N. C., 542; 8. v. Lanier, 88 N. C., 658; S. v. George, 
93 N. C., 567; S. v. Downs, 116 N. C., 1064; S. v. Call, 121 N. C., 649; 
S. v. Welch, 129 N. C., 580; 8. v. Blackley, 188 N. C., 622. The bur- — 
den was therefore on ,the defendant, if he claimed exemption from the 
general provision of the law, to show that he had practised before 7 
March, 1879, and also that he had complied with the law as to filing a 
statement with the secretary of the Board of Examiners as required by 
section 4470 of the Revisal. There was no evidence that he did this, but 
it was proved by himself that he had filed merely an affidavit with the 
Clerk of the Superior Court, and not with the secretary of the board, 
and the affidavit did not in its terms conform to the statute. It did 
not state the place of his residence, nor did it state the material and 
essential fact, namely, the date when he commenced the practise of his 
profession. So that he has wholly failed in these respects to bring 
himself within the exemption of section 4470. 

But he assigns as an excuse for non-compliance, that the board was 
required to prescribe the manner of verifying the statement required to 
be filed by him and the secretary to furnish a blank upon which it 
could be made (Laws 1887, ch. 178, sec. 3; Laws 1889, ch. 228, sec. 2), 
neither of which duties was performed by the officers designated. We 
would accept this as a valid, legal excuse, if he had filed a properly 
worded written statement with the secretary of the board. The 
statute states clearly what the statement shall contain, and it was (695) 
easy for him to have complied with it. But he did not do s0, or 
attempt to do so. The authorities are to the effect that he had no right 
to practise simply because the officers had not performed their duty, 
as they could have been compelled by mandamus to do so. Their 
failure to comply with the law, in the language of Brickell, C. J., “af- 
fords to the appellant no excuse or justification for continuing to do 
business without the license.” Carpet Co. v. State, 118 Ala., 143-154. The | 
principle has been recognized as sound in its application to mere police 
regulations having no connection with the fiscal affairs of the govern- 
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ment, in the celebrated case of Royall v. Virginia, 116 U. 8., 572, espe- 
clally at pages 579, 580, and 582. Lord v. Jones, 24 Me., 439. Our case 
is stronger against the defendant: than any of those we have cited, as 
here the defendant could have substantially complied with the law, as 
we have said, by filing his own statement in writing with the secretary. 
A case which seems to be directly in point is Gosnell v. State, 52 Ark., 
928. The statute therein construed related to the practice of dentistry, 
and was much like our act in its phraseology, except as to the furnish- 
ing of blanks; but under our construction of the Act of 1889 that is not. 
a material difference. That case also affirms the constitutionality of the — 
legislation, The opinion of the Court closes as follows: “It is com- 
petent for the Legislature to regulate the practice of dentistry and dental 
surgery in such way as will not deprive the citizens of the right to follow 
a lawful avocation. While it was and is unlawful! to practice dentistry 
or dental surgery after the lapse of three months from the passage of the 
act, without the requisite certificate, the appellant may make his appli- 
cation and proof that he was practising at the date of the passage of the 
act, and thereupon he will be entitled to a certificate authorizing 
(696) him to practice.” Following the suggestion there made, and as 
it appears to us, that the time of filing the necessary statement 
with the secretary of the dental board is not of the essence of the statu- 
tory requirement, but is, in its nature, directory, if the defendant shall 
file a statement conforming to the directions of section 4470 of the Re- 
visal, he will be entitled to a certificate to be registered as required by . 
section 4468, and upon thus complying with the law he will be lawfully 
qualified to continue the practise of his profession. That the provision 
as to the time was not regarded by the Legislature as vital to the protec- 
tion of the people from quacks and empirics, or of any great importance © 
in determining the right to practise, appears from the fact that from 
March, 1879, to March, 1887—eight years—no such certificate or reg- 
istration was required, but the exemption was. general and uncondi- 
tional as to those who had practised before 7 March, 1879, for The Code, 
sec, 3156, provided that it should be. We must hold that time is not of 
the essence of the enactment, for if it was the law would be oppressive, 
if not unconstitutional, as deeraane the defendant of all right to prac- 7 


- tise. 


The defendant, having admitted that he had not passed the requisite 
examination and received a certificate from the State Board of Dental 
Examiners, was guilty, unless he came within the erempuen, and of this 
there was no evidence, as we have shown. | | 3 


No Error, 


Cited: S.v. R. R., 145 N. C, 556; ‘SS. nee v. Hardie, 147 N. C., 
96 3 
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Goopen v. Lumper Co. . From Currituck. W.M. Bond for plaintiff ; 
Pruden & Pruden and Shepherd & Shepherd for defendant, appellant. 
Affirmed. 

Davis v. R. R. From Tyrrell. Aydlett & Rirghais and Meekins 
& Leigh for plaintiff, appellant; Pruden & Pruden and Shepherd 
_ & Shepherd for defendant. Affirmed. 

JEnNines v. Waite. From Pasquotank. Adylett & angie for 
plaintiff; W. M. Bond and C. HE. Thompson for defendant, appellant. 
Affirmed. (Two cases by this title, both affirmed.) 

Brown v. R. R. From Bertie. Winston for plaintiff; Day, Beit é 
' Allen for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. : 
 §. », Jounson. From Pitt. Attorney-General for State; J. L. 
Fleming and F. G. James for deioncant, appellant. Paoed for fail- 
ure to perfect appeal. 

S. ». Rives From Pitt. Nis veioa eens for State; Setiet é 
Whedbee for defendant, appellant. Dismissed for failure to perfect ap- 
peal. - | 
Durry v. Ins. Co. From Craven. W. D. McIver and O. H. Guton 
for plaintiff; Hinsdale & Son and W. W. Clark for defendant, appel- 
lant. Affirmed. 

Merepira v. R. R. From Craven. W. D. McIver for pane 
Simmons & Ward for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. : 

Tuomas v. Tet. Co. From Craven. DL. Ward for plaintiff; W. 
W. Clark and F. H. Busbee & Son for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

Gay v. R. R. From Greene. Aycock & Murrell and Wooten & 
_ Wooten for plaintiff; Galloway & Albritton and L. I. Moore for | 

defendant, appellant. Affirmed. | (698) 

Hci v. StickNEY. From Wilson. eiaahs & Connor: 
and fF’. A. Woodard for plaintiff, appellant; Pou & Finch and Murray 
Allen for defendant. The Court being evenly divided (Connor, J., not 
sitting), judgment below affirmed. : 

Heartt v. Poot, appellant. From Wake. Dismissed for failure to 
print the record. 7 : : 

Jones v. Text. Co. From Harnett. W. A. Stewart for plaintiff; 
R. QO. Strong and Shepherd & Shepherd for defendant, appellant. Af- 
firmed, 

Jackson v. NEuvsE faa Mitts. From Wake. J. N. H olding and 
S. G. Ryan for plaintifi, appellant; R. H. Battle for defendant. Af-. 
_ firmed. _ | | 
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CASES DISPOSED OF WITHOUT WRITTEN OPINION. 


Eviis‘v’. MircHey, appellant. From Wake. R. H. Battle and W. J. 
Peele for plaintiff; 8S. G. Ryan and J. N. Holding for defendant. Af-- 
firmed. | ; 

Smitu v. MarsH. From Cumberland. 7. H. Sutton for plaintiff, 
appellant; Robinson & Shaw and N. A. Sinclair for defendant. Af- 
firmed. | 

Howe tt v. Barrrenp. From Robeson.” Wishart & Shaw and D. J. 
Lewis for plaintiff, appellant; McLean & McCormick and McIntyre & 
Lawrence for defendant. Affirmed. 

Wart v. R. R. From Robeson. McIntyre & Lawrence for pines 
McLean & McCormick for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

S. » Hover. From Anson. Atiorney-Ocneral and Walter Clark, 
Jr., for the State; H. H. McLendon for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

S. v. Lirrtz. (Appeal by State.) From Anson. Attorney-General 
and Walter Clark, Jr., for the State; H. H. McLendon for defendant. 
Affirmed. | , 

S. v. Lirrtz. From Anson. Attorney-General and Walter Clark, 
Jr., for the State; H. H. McLendon for defendant. Affirmed. 

S. v. Scorr. From Union. Walter Clark, Jr., acting Attor- 
(699) ney-General, for the State; Willuams & Lemmond for defendant, 
appellant. Affirmed. 

S. v. Atsoprooxs., From Union. Walter Clark, Jr., for the State; 
A. M. Stack for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

‘Carrere v. Tex. Co. From Chatham. H. A. London & Son for — 
plaintiff; Busbee & Son, W. A. Montgomery for defendant, petitioner. 
Petition of defendant to rehear dismissed. 

Lepsettrer v. Detinting Co. From Richmond. J. D. Shaw and 
Morrison & Whitlock for plaintiff, appellant; Busbee & Busbee for de- 
_ fendant. Affirmed. | 

Rowety v. Lirrte. From Union. A. M. Stack for plaintiff, appel- 
lant; Adams, Jerome & Armfield, J. C. Stkes and Robinson & Caudle 
_for deteudant Affirmed. 

- Turner v. Laws.. From Orange. Frank Nash for plaintiff, appel- 
lant; J. W. Graham and S. M. Gattes for defendants. Affirmed. 

GuntrR v. Toznacco Co. From Durham. Boone, Giles & Boone for 
plaintiff; Wenston & Bryant for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

Rozerson ‘v. R. R. From Guilford. J. A. Barringer for plaintiff ; 
King & Kimball for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

S. v. GARNER. From Dacideon. Attorney-General for State; E. E. 
Raper for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

S. v. Apams. From Davidson. Attorney-General for State; Walser 
& Walser and H. HE. Raper for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 
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Tysriveer v. Furnrrure Co. From Davidson. Brooks & Thompson 
and Taylor & Scales for defendant. Affirmed. 

Mizier v. R. R. From Rowan. RB. L. Wright and P. 8. 
Carlton for plaintiff, appellant; T. C. Linn for detendant. Af- (700) 
firmed. 

Waxy v. Smitu, appellant. Dismissed for failure to prosecute. 

Mrirer v. Mitier, appellant. Dismissed for failure to prosecute. 

Dosson v. R. R. From Surry. W. L. Rees for plaintiff, appellant; 
Manly & Hendren for defendant. Affirmed. 

Beam v. Appernorpt. From Lincoln. Self, Whitener & Mauser for 
plaintiff, appellant; no counsel contra. Affirmed. 

SuumAKE v. Witxessoro. Finley & Hendren and F. D. Hackett for 
defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

Gast v. Crovc. From Catawba. EH. B. Cline for plaintifis; Huf- 
ham & Williams for defendant, appellant. Affirmed. 

Dorsry v. Bripers. From Rutherford. McBrayer & McBrayer and 
B. A. Justice for plaintiffs, appellants; S. Gallert for defendant. Af-. 
firmed. 

Lymaw v. Lyman, appellant. From Buncombe. Dismissed for fail- 
ure to print record. 

Martin v. Cooprr. From Haywood. W. B. & H. R. Ferguson and 
W. T. Crawford for plaintiff, appellant; no counsel contra. Affirmed. 

Briscozn v. Jorpan. From Gates. Bond for plaintiff. Dismissed 
under Rule 17. 

Esorn v. Lumber Co. From Craven. Dismissed for failure to print. 

Worstry v. Kercu. From Edgecombe. Dismissed under Rule 17. 

HARRELL v. Wess. From Edgecombe. Dismissed under Rule 17. 

S.v. Wittiams. From Wake. Dismissed under Rule 17. 

McCormick v. Burke. From Robeson. Dismissed under 
Rule 17. (701) 

McKinnon v. R. R. From Robeson. Dismissed under Rule | 
ye | 
Hoseoop v. Maton Co.; Trust Co. v. Barrrx, and Trusr Co. v. Brn- 
Bow. From Guilford. Dismissed under Rule 17. 

Mining Co. v. Corrrans. From Cabarrus. Compromised and dis- — 
missed by consent. | 

Burce v. Ter. Co. From McDowell. Settled. 

CuEDEsTER v. Moorz. From Buncombe. Dismissed under Rule 17. 

QurEn v. Coopzr. From Haywood. Dismissed under Rule 17. 
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ACCIDENTS. See “Damages”; “Negligence.” |. 


1. Where the contract to build a .completed house is not entire and 
indivisible, but only a contract to do a part of the work and 
furnish part of the material, the owner or some independent con- 
tractor, having undertaken, or being bound, to do some substantial 

_ portion of the work: if the structure is destroyed by fire or other. 
‘inevitable accident, before completion, in such case the parties are 
relieved from further performance, and the contractor is ordinarily 

allowed to recover for what he has done, over and above the 
amount which may have been paid him. Keel v. Construction 
Co., 429. 


2. Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a certain date, 
provided for the payment of an instalment when the “walls have 
been erected to the second story,’ and the instalment was paid, 
and thereafter the building, before completion, was destroyed by fire 
without fault on the part of the contractor or owner, the owner is 
not entitled to recover this instalment, nor any part of it, nor is the 
contractor entitled to recover the value of the walls left stand- 
ing. Ibid. . 


3. Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a specified 
date, provided for the execution by the owner of certain notes and 
mortgages to mature after the date specified for the completion 
of the building, and the notes and mortgages were executed, but 
the building was accidentally destroyed by fire before its completion, 
the owner is entitled to have the notes and mortgages in the hands 
of a bank, without endorsement, as collateral for money advanced 
the contractor, delivered up and canceled. Ibid. 


ACCESSORY. See “Evidence.” 


ACCORD AND SATISFACTION. 


1. Where there is an agreement to settle a controverted demand for a 
consideration fixed by the parties, all or a portion of which is 
executory, the defendant may set it up, by making proper averments 
in regard to performance, as an accord and satisfaction of the 
original demand. Hayes v. R. R., 125. 


2. In an action for damages for personal injuries, where defendant alleged 
that for a stipulated amount which had been paid, plaintiff executed 
a full release, and plaintiff in reply admitted the receipt of the 
money, but denied that the alleged release contained the terms of 
the settlement, averring that the provision that he was to have 
a lifetime job was omitted by fraud in the factum of defendant’s 
agent, and there was evidence of the alleged negligence and fraud, 
the Court erred in nonsulting plaintiff. Jbid. — 


3. In an action for damages for personal injuries, where the defendant 
set up a release as an accord and satisfaction, the plaintiff ig not 
required to return the money received before setting up the plea 
that the release was procured by fraud in the factum; but if he 
recovers damages the amount paid him will be deducted. Ibid. 

; ‘ 


ACT OF GOD. See “Trials.” 
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ADMISSIONS. 


1. A statement made by the agent of plaintiff, at the time he took the 
' order, as to. what the contract was and as a part of the transaction, . 
is binding upon the principal. Typewriter Co. v. Hardware Co., 97. 


2..In an action for injuries to a passenger on a caboose car, an instruction 
that “plaintiff admits that he asked the conductor if he’ could ride 
on his train, and was told by him that he could, but to wait until he 
got through his work, and he would pull the caboose up to the 
station,” was erroneous where there was evidence from which the 
jury might find that the plaintiff admitted only that while the 
conductor did tell him to wait a few minutes and he would pull 
the caboose up to the station, he regarded it merely as a favor 
offered to him by an obliging conductor and not as a denial to him 
of the right to enter the car, or even as a warning to him not 
to do so. Miller v. R. R., 115. 


3. Where an action for services rendered was brought by attachment and 
without personal service against parties who owned no interest in 
the land attached, but the real owners at their own request upon 
their verified petition were made parties defendant, the Court 
properly denied their motion, made at a subsequent term, to be 
allowed to withdraw from the case, especially as an allegation in 
the petition which constituted the basis of plaintiff's cause of 
action had been admitted by plaintiff in his reply.. Morrison v. 
Mining Co., 250. 


ADVICE OF COUNSEL. See “Evidence.” 
AGENCY. See “Principal and Agent.” 
ALIMONY. See “Divorce.” 


APPEAL AND ERROR. See “Harmless Error.” 


1. Where the Court adopts the “appellant’s case as amended by the 
appellee’s exceptions” it ig the duty of the appellant to have the 
case, as thus modified, redrafted and submitted to the Judge for 
signature. When he does not do this, but merely sends up his case 
with the appellee’s exceptions and Judge’s order, there is strictly 
no “case settled,’ and the Court in its discretion (there being 
no erors upon the face of the record) may ex mero motu, either 
affirm the judgment or remand the case. Gaither v. Carpenter, 240. 


2. Where the counsel do not agree upon the case on appeal, only the “case 
settled” by the Judge should come up in the record. Ibid. 


3. The “case on appeal” should contain such incidents of the trial as were 
duly excepted to. Jbid. 


4. When a case is before the Judge on appeal, it is optional with him 
to try it or remand to the Clerk with instructions. In re Wittkow- 
sky’s Land, 247. 


5. An exception to the Court’s refusal to dismiss an action against a 
foreign insurance company because the summons was not served 
on the State Insurance Commissioner ag required by Revisal, sec. 
4750, cannot be sustained, where the trial Judge found no facts 
and it does not appear affirmatively that the company is licensed 
to do business in this State. Parker v. Insurance Co., 339. 


6. In the absence of any statement of the facts by the trial Judge, this 
Court must presume, in support of his ruling, which is presumed 
to be correct, that he found as a fact that the defendant was not 
duly licensed, end that Revisal, sec. 4750, did not apply, but that 
the process had been properly served under Revisal, sec. 440. Ibid. 
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APPEAL AND ERROR—Continued. 
7. Upon, a motion to dismiss an action because the summons had not been 


properly served, the defendant had the right to have the facts 
stated by the Judge, but in the absence of any request to the 
Judge so to do, his failure to state them was not error. Jbid. | 


8. Where a motion to revive a dormant judgment was before the Judge 


by appeal, it was optional with him to reverse the Clerk and remand 
the case to him with directions how to proceed, or himself to 
grant the motion to revive the judgment and to order execution to 
issue. Martin v. Briscoe, 858. 


9. Where the parties waived a jury trial and agreed that the Judge should 


10. 


11. 
12. 


13. 


14. 
15. 


16. 


17. 


find the facts and enter judgment thereon, and the Judge found 
the facts and entered judgment in favor of the defendant, and upon 
appeal this Court was of opinion that upon the facts found judgment 
should have been entered in favor of the plaintiff, and entered its . 
order “Reversed:” Held, that upon presentation of the certificate 
of opinion, the Court below properly entered judgment for the 
plaintiff, and the defendant’s motion for a trial de novo on the 
ground that some of the findings of fact had been made without 
any evidence to support them, came too late, he having acquiesced 
in the findings without exception. Matthews v. Fry, 384. 


Where the defendant was adjudged in contempt and the ruling was 
affirmed on appeal, and upon the presentation of the certificate 
‘of this Court, the Court below affirmed the former order in every 
particular and directed the same to be executed, the defendant 
cannot, by a second appeal, review the former decree of this 
Court. Green v. Green, 406. 


Where this Court, on the former appeal, construed thie pleadings as 
raising certain issues, and the parties went to trial on the pleadings, 
it is too late on this appeal to raise the question that such issues 
are not presented by the pleadings. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520.. 


It is in the discretion of the trial Judge to grant or refuse a mis- 
trial and continuance, and his action is not reviewable. State 
». Hunter, 607. 


In an appeal from a conviction in criminal cases it is not only proper, 
but the duty of the Supreme Court, when a new trial is granted, 
to decide upon the legal merits of the case, if it appears that the 
State cannot ultimately succeed in the prosecution. S. v. Robinson, 
620. | 


The action of the Superior Court Judge in refusing to remove a cause 
to another county for trial igs not reviewable under the Revisal, 
sec. 427. S. v. Turner, 641. 


In criminal cases the Supreme Court has no power under the Con- 
stitution nor at common law to entertain a motion for a new trial on 
the ground of newly discovered evidence. Ibid. 


In a trial under an indictment, the omission of the trial Judge to 
charge upon any particular phase of the evidence is not review- 
able in the absence of a prayer for special, instruction thereto, 
and such is true when he fails to charge upon the view of there being 
no evidence of motive to commit the crime alleged. Ibid. 


The defendant’s rights guaranteed by the Constitution under an indict- 
ment for violating the provisions of Chapter 158 of the Private 
Laws of 1895, are. preserved to him when an unrestricted appeal 
from the Mayor of the town is given him by the act and the trial 
in the Superior Court is de novo; alleged errors in the Mayor’s 
Court may be disregarded on appeal to the Supreme Court. S. v. 
Brittain, 668. 
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APPEARANCE. 


Where the defendant entered a special appearance and moved to dismiss 
for defective service, which motive was denied and he excepted, 
and he thereafter entered a general appearance, the Court was 
clamav to enter a personal judgment against him. etree v. 

iS 


APPLIANCES. See “Hyidence and Negligence.” 
APPLICATION FOR LICENSE. See “License.” 


ASSAULTS. See “Railroads.” 


In an action against a railroad company fa damages for an alleged 
wrongful assault by its servant, the Court correctly charged the 
jury that “where a servant does a wrong to a third person the master 
must answer for the act, if it was committed in the scone and 
course of the servant’s employment and in furtherance of the master’s 
interests,” and committed no error in refusing plaintiff’s prayer 
that if the assault wag committed by the servant while engaged in 
the performance of his duties, the company was, in any event, 
responsible. Roberis v. R. R., 


ASSESSMENTS. 


1. In the exercise of the power of levying special assessments the Board 
of Aldermen must lay off and define the limits of the districts 
within which they are to be made, and all property within said 
district shall bear its proportion of the cost upon the basis of 
special and peculiar benefits, as distinguished from those general 
benefits which accrue to it in common with all other property — 
in the city. Asheville v. Trust Co., 360. 


2. Before a final order or judgment, fixing the amount which is to be 
paid by the owner, is made, the cost of the improvement should 
be ascertained and apportioned between the several pieces of 
property. Ibid. 


ASSIGNMENT. 


Where the president of. a corporation who owned at of its stock 
transferred the same and its assets to defendant in payment 
of a debt due defendant, the latter’s collateral agreement in regard 
to the disposition of certain notes which they held and to pay 
the outstanding debts of the corporation did not make the transfer 
an assignment for the benefit of creditors within the operation of 
Acts 1893, ch. 433. Bank v., Hollingsworth, 520. 


ASSUMPTION OF RISK. See “Contributory Negeligence. = 


1. In an action for negligence against a railroad company operating in 
this State, the defense of working on in the presence of a defective 
appliance or machine, usually dealt with under the head of 
assumption of risk, has been eliminated by the Fellow-servant 
Act; but. if, apart from the element of assumption of risk, the 
plaintiff in his own conduct has been careless in a manner which 
amounts to econtributory negligence, his action fails, except in 
extraordinary and imminent cases like those of Greenlee and 
Troxler. Biles v. R. R., 78. 


2. Where the plaintiff went into the train at a station for the sole purpose 
of purchasing fruit without invitation or inducement, .but simply 
by the silent aequiesence of defendant’s agents, he was a mere 
permissive licensee, and took the risk incident to the movement 
of the train, and, in the absence of any wanton injury, the motion 
for nonsuit should have been allowed. Peterson v. R. R., 260. 
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ASSUMPTION OF RISK—Continued.: | - 

3. The jury under the charge, having found the issue of negligence against 
defendant, under the principle established in the Greenlee and 
Troxler cases, both the defenses of assumption of risk, which 
ordinarily includes the negligence of a fellow-employee and that of 
contributory negligence, are closed to defendant, unless, perhaps, 
the negligent conduct of the injured employee should amount to 
recklessness. Hairston v. Leather Co., 512. 


_ 4, The Fellow-servant Act, Revisal, sec. 2646, applies to the railroad: of 
defendant company and shuts off the defense of injury by negligence 
of a fellow-servant and bars all defenses by reason of assumption 
of risk unless the “apparent danger was so great that its assumption 
amounted to reckless indifference to probapie consequences.” Ibid. 


ATTACHMENT. 


1. In an action for damages for alleged wrongful and malicious attachment 
of plaintiff's cars, the Court erred in refusing to admit the testimony 
of the agent of the company, which was surety on the prosecution 
bond in this action, that for the payment of $10 it would have signed 
a replevy bond to secure release of the cars attached. R. RK. v. 
Hardware Co., 54. 


2. In an action for damages for alleged wrongful and malicious attachment 
of plaintiff's property, where the general manager of defendant 
testified that the party who bought the goods told him that they 
were for the use of and bought for the account of plaintiff; that he 
had no reason to disbelieve this statement; that the former 
action was instituted in good faith, believing the present plaintiff 
owed the debt for which the property’ was attached; that he 
submitted all the facts to his counsel and acted upon his advice, 
and that he had no idea what property the Sheriff had attached: 
Held, that the Court erred in charging the jury that if they believed 
the evidence they would find that the attachment was issued without 
probable cause. Jbid. 


8. Where the officer levied an attachment on an excessive quantity of 
property, the plaintiff in the attachment is not liable for the abuse 
unless he in some way advised, directed or encouraged such action. 
Ibid. 


4. Where an attachment had been levied by the Sheriff on certain bonds, 
and thereafter the plaintiff caused a second attachment to be levied 
on them, the fact that the plaintiff had deposited them with the 
Clerk of the Court before the second levy was made upon them, the 
deposit not having been made by authority of the Court, did not 
place them in custodia legis, so as to protect them from the second 
levy, as they were constructively in the possession of the Sheriff 
under the prior levy. Lemly v. Fllis, 200. 


5. “Where an action for services rendered was brought by atiavhment and 
without personal service against parties who owned no interest 
in the land attached, but the real owners at their own request 
upon their verified petition were made parties defendant, the Court 
properly denied their motion, made at a subsequent term, to be 
allowed to withdraw from the case, especially as an allegation in 
the petition which constituted the basis of plaintiff’s cause of 
action had been admitted by plaintiff in his reply. Morrison v. 
Mining Co., 250. 


6. An attachment on land is void and constitutes no lien where the 
defendants named in the attachment had parted with their title 
before the attachment was issued. Jbid. 


521 


INDEX. 


BANKS AND BANKING. See “Negotiable Instruments.” 


Where the letters, upon which the plaintiff bank relied as authority 
to an agent to make the draft which it cashed, show that the 
alleged authority to draw was nothing more than private in- 
structions by the principal to his agent as to how he should 
conduct this part of the business, and were not to be used as 
a basis of credit to the agent, the Court properly nonsuited the 
plaintiff. Bank v. Hay, 326. 


BASTARDY. 


1. A proceeding in bastardy is of a civil nature, not a criminal prose- 
cution, and intended merely for the enforcement of a police regula- 
tion. 8S. v. Addington, 683. 


2. The intent of the Legislature, Revisal, sec. 259, in the use of the 
word “fine” was in the sense of a punishment for a criminal 
offense and such cannot be imposed by the Court in proceed- 
ings in bastardy when the jury finds the issue of paternity against 
the defendant. Jbid. 


3. Under Revisal, sec. 262, the Court has no jurisdiction to enforce its 
order of “support” by committing the defendant “to the house of 
correction, to-wit, the common jail, with authority of the Commis- 
sioners to have him work on the public roads, allowing the sum 
of ten dollars a month for his labor, to be paid into the Court for 
the use of the feme plaintiff and paid to her in satisfaction of the 
said allowance.” When there is no house of correction in the 
county, the Court can only commit him to jail until the performance. 
of the order of support. Jbdid. 


4. Under Revisal, sec. 259, the intention is to secure to the mother either 
her probable expenses or to reimburse her actual outlay, and the 
death of the child when born does not affect the right of the mother 
to “support;” among other things, she is entitled to pay for medical 
attention and medicine for herself, and the burial expenses of the 
child, consequent upon the defendant’s unlawful act. Revisal, secs. 
253 and 254. Ibid. 


BIGAMY. 


1. Revisal, sec. 3361, is constitutional under the State and Federal consti- 
tutions. When a man having a lawful wife admits a second 
mariage in another State, the bigamous marriage is exploited by his 
living openly and avowedly in this State with his wife by the 
second marriage, and the offense may be dealt with, tried, determined 
and punished in the county where the offender may be apprehended 
or be in custody. S. v. Long, 670. 


2. Revisal, sec. 3361, does not by its language make it necessary for ities 
indictment to state the dates of the marriages in a charge of the 
felonious offense of bigamy, and section 3255 thereof provides 
that no judgment upon any indictment for a felony or misdemeanor 
shall be stayed or reversed for omitting to state the time at which 
the offense was committed, where time is not of the essence of 
the offense. Ibid. 


8. Under an indictment for bigamy, Revisal, sec. 3361, it is unnecessary 
to state where the second marriage took place. Ibid. 


4, When it appears under an indictment for bigamy, Revisal, 3361, that 
the offense was committed outside of this State, jurisdiction of the 
courts of this State is ousted; but the presumption is in favor of 
jurisdiction, and the burden of proof is on the defendant: he must 
prove that the offense had not in fact been committed in the county 
where the bill was found, and a motion to quash or in arrest will 
not be granted. Revisal, sec. 3255. Ibid. 
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BIGAMY—Continued. 
5. If the defendant desires fuller information upon which to prepare his 


defense than is required to be charged in the indictment for bigamy, 
Revisal, see. 3361, he should ask for a bill of particulars. Revisal, 
see. 3244, Ibid. 


BOUNDARIES. See “Processioning.” 


BURDEN OF PROOF. 
1. On an issue addressed to the question whether the insured committed 


2. In 


suicide, the presumption is against an act of suicide, and the burden 
is on the party who seeks to establish it. Thaxton v. Insurance 
Co., 33. 

a processioning proceeding, where the cause has been transferred 
to the Court at term, an instruction to the jury that “if they should 
find from the greater weight of evidence that the original and true 
line between the plaintiff and defendant is as claimed by defendant, 
then you will answer this issue (as to boundary) in his favor,” 
was erroneous, as the burden of proof was on the pia to 
establish the line. Woody v. Fountain, 66. 


3. Where the evidence and verdict. established that the title of. tie party 


7. In 


who negotiated the check to defendant was defective, the burden 
under Revisal, sec. 2208, was on the defendant claiming to be a 
purchaser in good faith for value and without notice, to make this 
claim good by the greater weight of the evidence; and the Court 
erred in charging that the burden was upon the plaintiff io prove 
that the defendant was not a holder in due course. Manufacturing 
Co. v. Summers, 102. 


an action by a servant to recover damages for injuries received 
from the planks on a gangway slipping, he must prove that the 
gangway was in a defective condition, that its defective condition 
was the proximate cause of his injury, and that the master knew 
of its defective condition, or was guilty of negligence in not dis- 
covering and repairing the same. Shaw v. Manufacturing Co., 181. 


an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram, 
in order to enable the. plaintiff to recover substantial damages, ~ 
based upon his mental distress and suffering, it is necessary for 
him to show that the defendant could reasonably have foreseen from 
the face of the message that such damages would result from a 
breach of its contract or duty, or that it had extraneous information 
which should have caused it to anticipate just such a consequence 
from a neglect of its duty toward the plaintiff. Harrison v. Tele- 
graph Co., 147. | 

is the duty of a railroad to use reasonable care to provide and 
maintain a safe switch and to keep it properly adjusted, and 
the fact that it was not so adjusted and set to the main track, 
where, according to the regular schedule, a passenger train was 
expected to pass over it, raises a presumption that defendant’s ser- 
vants, entrusted with that duty, were negligent, and casts upon de- 
fendant the duty of “going forward” with proof to the contrary. 
Haynes v. R. R., 154. 


an action to recover upon a contract for services, the Court correctly 
charged: that the burden was upon the defendant to show good 
legal excuse for discharging the plaintiff, and that if the plaintiff 
failed to perform his duty as superintendent, the defendant had. the 
right to discharge him, and that if the pldintiff had performed his 
part of the contract, and did not voluntarily withdraw from the 
service, they should find that he was wrongfully discharged. Ivey 
v. Cotton Mills, 189. 
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BURDEN OF PROOF—Continued. 
8. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, on the margin of which was 


written an alleged revocation, after the propounder offered the 
will and proved its due execution, the burden of proving that the 
will had been legally revoked was upon one contestant. In re 
Shelton’s Will, 218. 


9. Where the Court erroneously put upon the syspau idee of a will the 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


burden of proving that an alleged revocation of a will was not 
genuine, the contestant, at whose request it was done, cannot 
complain. Jbid. | 


In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a mes- 
sage, the Court charged the jury, “The message not having been 
delivered until a week afterwards, the law presumes ‘negligence 
on the part of the defendant company, but it is not such a pre- 
sumption as could ‘not be rebutted. But it requires proof on the 
part of the defendant by the greater weight of the evidence that 
it did exercise due care in the effort to deliver. the message.” The 
first paragraph was correct, the latter incorrect. Shepard v. Tele- 
graph Co., 244. 


The party who has not the burden of the issue is not bound to disprove 
thé actor’s case by a preponderance of the evidence, for the actor 
must fail if, upon the whole evidence, he does not have a pre- 
ponderance, no matter whether it is because the weight of evidence is 
with the other party or because the scales are equally balanced. Ibid. 


In an action for damages for negligently setting fire to plaintiff's lumber 
by sparks from defendant’s engine, the Court properly charged that 
if the fire was set out by the engine, the burden was on the defendant 
to show that it was equipped with a proper spark-arrester—a matter 
peculiarly within its knowledge. Lumber Co. v. R. R., 324. 


When it appears under an indictment for bigamy (Revisal, sec. 3361) 
that the offense was committed outside of this State, jurisdiction 
of the courts of this State is ousted; but the presumption is in favor 
of jurisdiction, and the burden of proof is on the defendant: he 
must prove that the offense had not in fact been committed in the 
county where the bill was found, and a motion to quash or in arrest 
will not be granted. MRevisal, 3255. 8S. v. Long, 670. 


The proviso of Revisal, sec. 3361, as to divorce and seven years’ absence 
are matters of defense which the defendant must prove to withdraw 
himself from the operation of the statute. Jbid. 


While Revisal, secs. 4468, 4470 and 3642, are of a penal nature and 
strictly construed, they will receive a reasonable interpretation to 
discover their intent; the burden of proof is upon the defendant 
to show he came under the provision of Revisal, sec. 4470, and in the 
absence of evidence that he practised dentistry in the State before 
the specified time, or had filed the required statement, having . 
admitted that he had not passed the requisite examination or re- 
ceived the certificate, a motion to quash the indictment is properly 
refused. S. v. Hicks, 689. 


CAPIAS, NOTICE TO PRODUCE. See “Evidence.” 
CARRYING CONCEALED WEAPONS. See “Concealed Weapons. ss 


CASE ON APPEAL. See “Appeal and Error.” 
1. Where the counsel do not agree upon the case on appeal, Bily the 


“case settled” by the Judge should come up in the record. Gaither 
v. Carpenter, 240. 


2. The “case on appeal” should contain such incidents of the trial as were 


duly excepted to. Ibid. 
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CHARGE OF COURT. See “Instructions,” 
CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE. See “Evidence.” 


COLOR OF TITLE. - 
In an action of ejectment, where the sister of plaintiffs, who held 
a deed for a tract of land, died in infancy without ever having 
entered on the land, and thereafter their father, who lived on a 
different tract, took possession of the land and held it until his 
death, when the plaintiffs entered into possession: Held, the father 
will not be presumed to have entered in behalf of his children, 
where there wag no evidence that he professed to do so, and none 
that they had any title, but at most only color of title, and his 
possession will not enure to them so as to perfect any colorable title 
they may have had as against a stranger. Barrett v. Brewer, 88. 


COMMISSIONERS. See “Municipal Corporations”; “County Commissioners.” 


COMPROMISE AND SETTLEMENT. 


An agreement made in good faith to compromise and settle disputed 
matters is valid and binding, and will be sustained as not only 
based upon a sufficient consideration, but upon the highest consid- 
eration of public policy as well; and this, too, without any special — 
regard to the special merits of the controversy or the character or 
validity of the claims of the respective parties. York v. Westall, 276. 


CONCEALED WEAPONS. 

1. In order to come within the exception of the statute (Revisal 1905, 
sec. 8708) prohibiting the carrying of concealed weapons, the 
defendant, otherwise having the authority, must have been in the 
actual performance of his duties at the time. S. v. Simmons, 6138. 


2. A person acting in ignorance of the law in good faith and upon advice 
of the Clerk of the Court or of an attorney, but in violation of the 
statute prohibiting the carrying of concealed weapons, is not ex- 
cused. Ibid. ; 

3. The intention of the defendant to conceal a weapon on his person is 
immaterial, if from his own testimony it appears that he necessarily 
knew that he was carrying it concealed. Jbid. 


CONDITION PRECEDENT. See “Consideration.” 
CONFESSION OF JUDGMENT. See “Judgment.” 


CONSIDERATION. See “Contracts.” 


1. Under Revisal, sec. 21738, which enacts “that an antecedent or pre- 
existing debt constitutes value, and is deemed such whether the 
instrument is payable on demand or at a future time,’ such an’ 
indebtedness is sufficient consideration to constitute one a holder 
for value within the meaning of the law merchant. Manufacturing 
Co. v. Summers, 102. 


2. An agreement made in good faith to compromise and settle disputed 
matters is valid and binding, and will be sustained as not only 
based upon a sufficient consideration, but upon the highest con- 
sideration of public policy as well; and this too, without any 
special regard to the special merits of the controversy or the 
character or validity of the claims of the respective parties. York 
v. Westall, 276. | . ; 

3. A contract, by which the defendant agreed to withdraw all claim to 
standing trees and to abandon all interest he acquired under an 
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CONSIDERATION—Continued. 


extension by parol of a written contract with plaintiff's grantor 
to cut timber, and the plaintiff, in consideration thereof, agreed to 
waive or release all claim for damages for the trespass alleged to 
have been committed by the defendant, is enforcible and is not within 
the statute of frauds. Jbid. 


4, Where the plaintiff proposed to purchase certain bonds issued by the 


defendant, “when legally issued to the satisfaction of our attorney,” 
which proposition was accepted by the defendant, the approval 
of the attorney selected to pass upon the validity of the bonds, 
honestly and fairly expressed, was a condition precedent to the 
completion of the purchase. Webb v. Trustees, 299. 


Dd. Where at the time a lot was cdénveyed to the defendant, as an induce- 


ment thereto and in part consideration for the sale and delivery 
of the deed, the defendant then agreed with plaintiff that if he did 
not build on the lot, but resold. it, plaintiff was to have the profits 
realized on such resale: Held, that such agreement could be shown 
by oral evidence and did not come within the statute of frauds and 
was not without consideration. Bourne v. Sherrill, 381. 


CONSTITUTION OF NORTH CAROLINA. See “Constitutional Law.” 


Art. I, sec. 16. Imprisonment for Debt. Ledford v. Emerson, 527, 
Art. II, see. 14. Aye and ‘No Vote. Commissioners v, Trust Co., 110. 
Art. IV, sec. 27. Jurisdiction of Justice of Peace—Contract—Ex Delicto. 


Art. 


Duckworth v. Mull, 461. 
IV, sec. 12. Damages as Distinguished from Property. bid. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 
1. There is no constitutional requirement that the tax rate for county pur- 


poses shall be the same everywhere. It varies in the different 
counties, and may vary in different townships, parts of townships, 
districts, towns and cities in the same county. Jones v. Commis- 
sioners, 59. « 


2. The Constitution recognizes the existence of counties, townships, cities 


3. An 


and towns as governmental agencies; but they are all legislative 
creations and subiect to be changed, abolished or divided, at the 
will of the General Assembly. Jbid. 


entry on the legislative journal that “The bill passed its second read- 
ing, ayes 39, noes.., as.follows”: then follows a list of those voting in 
the affirmative, without any reference to those voting in the negative, 


- indicates that the bill passed by a unanimous vote and that there 


were no names to be recorded in the negative, and is a compliance 
with the requirements or Article I[I, sec. 14, of the Constitution, 
that the ayes and noes shall be entered on the journals. Debnam v. 
Chitty, 131 N. C., 657, overruled. Commissioners v. Trust Co., 110. 


4. In criminal cases the Supreme Court has no power under the Constitu- 


tion nor at common law to entertain a motion for a new trial on 
the ground of newly discovered evidence. S. v. Turner, 641. 


5. The method by which jurors are to be selected and summoned not being 


prescribed by the Constitution, and no limitation therein upon the 


power of the General Assembly to regulate it, an exception to the 


validity of section 10, chapter 158, of the Private Laws 1895, because 
the jurors were not drawn out of the box, but were summoned by 
the marshal as directed by the act, cannot be sustained in a criminal 
action charging defendant with selling liquor in violation of section 
9 of said act. S. v. Brittain, 668. 

wee 
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6. The defendant’s rights guaranteed by the Constitution under an indict- 
ment for violating the provisions of chapter 158 of the Private Laws 
of 1895, are preserved to him when an unrestricted appeal from the 
Mayor of the town igs given him by the act, and the trial in the 

Superior Court is de novo; alleged errors in the Mayor’s Court may 
be disregarded on appeal to the Supreme Court. Ibid. 


7. The Legislature has constitutional authority to regulate the practice of 
dentistry under Revisal, sec. 4468, forbidding any person to practice 
who has not graduated at a reputable dental school and received a 
certificate of proficiency or qualification from the Board of Dental 
Examiners, etc.; under section 4470, making the requirements in- 
applicable to any person who was a dental practitioner in this State 
before 7 March, 1879, if on or before 25 February, 1890, he should file 
a verified statement with the Board of Dental Examiners showing his 
name, residence, date of diploma or license, and date of commencing 
practice here; under section 3642, making it a misdemeanor to prac- 
tice dentistry without first having passed the required examination 
and received the certificate. S. v. Hicks, 689. — 


CONTEMPT. 


1. Where plaintiff obtained a judgment of divorce from bed and board 
against defendant, and the defendant was ordered to convey a one- 
fourth interest in a certain tract of land to a trustee for the use and 
benefit of plaintiff or pay into the Clerk’s office $250 for the same 
purpose, the land to be leased by the trustee or sold and the proceeds 
applied to the support of plaintiff, the execution of a quit-claim deed 
by defendant to the trustee was not a compliance with the order, 
where it was afterwards discovered that defendant had, prior to the 
judgment of separation, conveyed all of his interest in the land to his 
son; and an order adjudging him in contempt and committing him 
to jail until he had complied with the order of alimony was proper, 
the Court having found that. he was fully able to comply. Green v. 
Green, 406. 


2. Where the defendant was adjudged in contempt and the ruling was 
affirmed on appeal, and upon the presentation of the cestificate of 
this Court, the Court below affirmed the former order in every par- 
ticular and directed the same to be executed, the defendant cannot, 
by a second appeal, review the former decree of this Court. Ibid. 


CONTRACTS. .See “Substantial Performance”; “Insurance”; “Waiver.” 


1. In cases of contract, as well as in tort, it is generally incumbent upon 
an injured party to do whatever he reasonably can to improve all 
reasonable and proper opportunities to lessen the injury. He must 
not remain supine, but should make reasonable exertions to help him- 
self, and thereby reduce his loss and diminish the responsibility of 
the party in default to him. R. R. v. Hardware Co., 54. 


2. It is competent to show, by oral evidence, a collateral agreement as to 
how an instrument for the payment of money should in fact be paid, 
though the instrument is in writing and the promise it contains is 
to pay in so many dollars. Typewriter Co. v. Hardware Oo., 97. 


3. In an action on a written contract, where the defendant set up as a 
defense certain verbal stipulations, and the jury by their verdict 
have accepted the existence of the verbal stipulations, the fact that 
the Court annexed to it a qualification not required by the law to 
tee it a valid defense is not error of which plaintiff can complain. 
bid. ‘ 
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4, Where the plaintiff proposed to sell a certain kind of machine and the | 
defendant to buy another and quite a different kind, there was a 
mutual mistake as to the subject-matter of the sale, and the minds 
of the parties not having met in one and the same intention, there 
was no contract, but the defendant, having received and converted to 
his own use the machine shipped to him, is liable for its value, and 
his counter-claim, for the difference in the price of the two machines, 
must fail. Machine Co. v. Chalkley, 181. 


5. Where, in an action to recover upon a contract for services, plaintiff 
introduced a letter from defendant which fixes the compensation, 
but does not set forth the terms of the employment nor the nature 
of the services expected of plaintiff, and it shows that the entire con- 
‘tract was not reduced to writing, it was competent to resort to parol 
. evidence to explain the ambiguous terms and to fill out the terms 
of the contract and to show that the plaintiff represented himself 
competent to superintend the work he was about to undertake. Ivey 

v. Cotton Mills, 189. 


6. Where one contracts to serve another there is an implied representation 
that he is competent to discharge the duties of his position and is 
possessed of all the requisite skill which will enable him to do so, and 
the breach of any material ‘stipulation, whether express or implied, 
which disables the servant to discharge his part of the contract or 

_ which results in his inability to do so, furnishes good ground for the 
master to terminate the contract and is a valid and legal excuse for 
the discharge of the servant. Jbid. 


7. In an aetion to recover upon a contract for services, the Court correctly 
charged that the burden was upon the defendant to show good legal 
excuse for discharging the plaintiff, and that if the plaintiff failed to 
perform his duty as ‘superintendent, the defendant had the right 
to discharge him, and that if the plaintiff had performed his part 
of the contract, and did not voluntarily withdraw from the service, 
they should find that he was wrongfully discharged. Jbid. 


8. A contract for the sale and delivery of yarns, in which it was stipulated 
that bills of lading were to be sent direct to the buyer and upon 
receipt of the goods he was to remit to the seller, was not substan- 
tially performed when the:seller shipped the goods with bill of lading 
attached, and the buyer was justified in not receiving them, and is 
entitled to recover as damages the difference between the contract 

- price and what it reasonably cost him on the market to supply the 
goods. Riley v. Carpenter, 215. 


9. One who invokes the doctrine of substantial performance in order to 
show a right to recover on’ a contract, must present a case in which 
there has been no willful omission or departure from the terms of 

the contract. Ibid. 


10. Where a by-law of an assessment insurance company provided “that any 
member failing to pay his assessment within thirty days after notice 
mailed to him shall be dropped from the association and shall be. 
required to pay a new membership fee in order to renew his in- . 
surance,” and the insured, having failed to pay an assessment of 
which he had notice, was dropped, the company had the right to 
refuse to reinstate him after the lapse of three months after he had 
forfeited his policy and when his health had become hopelessly im- 

paired. Hay v. Association, 256. 

11, The fact that an assessment life insurance company, on some occasions, 
accepted payment by the insured of assessments after they should 
have been paid, did not constitute a waiver of the terms of the policy 

‘ nor amount to an agreement that premiums need not be paid 
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12. 


13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


promptly, especially where there was ii Gaanonapie aatiiy ane the 
health of the insured had become hopelessly impaired. Jbid. 


Where the complaint alleged a contract of sale and a breach thereof, and 
the answer denied that it was an absolute sale and alleged by way 


-- of counter-claim that the goods were shipped on consignment, and 


demanded an account, the plaintiff’s cause of action was in itself a 
direct denial of the counter-claim, and a judgment by default on the 
counter-claim before the issues in reference to the plaintiff's cause 
of action were determined would have been irregular and improper. 
Tillinghast v. Cotton Mills, 268. 


In an action for breach of a contract of sale of cotton yarns, the measure 
of damages is the difference between the contract price and market 
value at the time when and place where the goods should have been 
delivered by the terms of the contract. Jbid. | 


Where the plaintiff seeks to recover different and additional damages 
arising by reason of special circumstances, he is required to show 
that defendant, at the time the contract was entered into, had knowl- 
edge of these circumstances, and of a kind from which it could be 
fairly and reasonably inferred that the parties contemplated that 
they should be considered as affecting the question of damages. Ibid. 


Where there has been a breach of contract definite and entire, the injured 
party must do what fair and reasonable business. prudence requires 
to save himself and reduce the damage; or the damage which arises 
from his own neglect will be considered too remote for recovery. 
Ibid. 

An agreement made in good faith to compromise and settle disputed 
matters is valid and binding, and will be sustained as not only based 
upon a sufficient consideration, but upon the highest consideration 
of public policy as well; and this, too, without any special regard 
to the special merits of the controversy or the character or validity 
of the claims of the respective parties. York v. Westall, 276. 


A contract, by which the defendant agreed to withdraw all claim to stand- 
ing trees and to abandon all interests he acquired under an extension 
by parol of a written contract with plaintiff's grantor to cut timber, 
and the plaintiff, in consideration thereof, agreed to waive or release 
all claim for damages for the trespass alleged to have been committed 
by the defendant, is enforcible and is not within the statute of 
frauds. Ibid, 


The averments in the answer that “when the plaintiff purchased the land 
from W. and received the deed therefor he was notified by W. that 
the defendant was the owner of the merchantable timber trees then 
on the land, and that the time for cutting and removing the same had 
been extended for one year after the date of the expiration of their 
former contract, and that W. intended to insert the said agreement 
for an extension in the deed to plaintiff, but omitted to do so by the 
mistake and inadvertence of the draftsman of the deed,” are not” 
sufficient to show any such mutual mistake of the parties to the 
deed as would induce a court of equity to correct it. Ibid. 


Where the plaintiff proposed to purchase certain bonds issued by the 
defendant, “when legally issued to the satisfaction of our attorney,” 
which proposition was accepted by the defendant, the approval of 
the attorney selected to pass upon the validity of the bonds, honestly 
and fairly expressed, was a condition pee a0, the completion 
of the purchase. Webb v. Trustees, 299... 


The correspondence or negotiation lending up to a proposition to pur- 


chase bonds is not material, where the proposition made by plaintiff 
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and accepted by defendant was the result of such negotiation, and their 
relative rights and liabilities must be ascertained and declared upon 
the plain and unambiguous language found therein. Ibid. 


21. Whether the right to cut timber is a grant, or a reservation, it expires 
at the time svecified. When no time is specified, a grantee of such 
right takes upon the implied agreement to cut and remove within 
a reasonable time, whereas when a grantor of the fee reserves or 
excepts the timber, and there is no limitation to indicate when the 
reservation shall expire, then the grantee must give notice for a 
reasonable time that the grantor must cut or remove the timber in- 
cluded in his reservation. Mining Co. v. Cotton Mills, 307. 


22. Where land was conveyed in fee to plaintiff “with all timber reserved” by 
the grantor, and it was stipulated that when the land was divided 
into lots and the erection of any building was begun on any lot, then 
the grantor “shall have no further right to any timber upon said 
lot,’ the Court erred in holding that the plaintiff can recover of 
the defendant for timber cut on any lot before the happening of the 
event which it was agreed should put an end to the reservation. Ibid. 


23. The principal is liable upon a contract duly made by his agent with 
a third person: (1) When the agent acts within the scope of his 
actual authority; (2) when the contract, although unauthorized, has 
been ratified; (3) when the agent acts within the scope of his ap- 
parent authority, unless the third person has notice that the agent is 
exceeding his authority. Bank v. Hay, 326. 


24. The authority to draw, accept or endorse bills, notes and checks will not 
readily be implied as an incident to the express authority of an agent. 
It must ordinarily be conferred expressly, but it may be implied if 
the execution of the paper is a necessary incident to the business, that 
is, if the purpose of ‘the agency éannot otherwise be accomplished. 
Ibid. 


25. Where S. wrote to the plaintiff as follows: “Kindly advise us by wire 
Monday if you can use 1,500 creosote barrels between now and Janu- 
ary 1st, at 95 cents, delivered in carload lots,” and plaintiff filed with 
defendant on Monday a message addressed to S. as follows: “We 
accept your offer of 1,500 barrels as per yours of the 7th”: Held, 
that the letter from S. was a mere “trade inquiry,” and was not a 
legai offer binding on acceptance, and plaintiff's reply did not create 
a contract, and plaintiff is entitled to recover of defendant by reason - 
of its negligence in the delivery of the message only nominal dam- 
ages, to wit, the price of the message. Tanning Co. v. Telegraph 
Co., 376. | | 


26. An acceptance, to bind the other party, must be unconditional and un- 
qualified and must correspond exactly to the terms of the offer. Ibid. 


27. In an action for damages for mental anguish on account of defendant’s 
failure to promptly deliver the following telegram: ‘Mother very 
sick; come at once,” signed by plaintiff's son, where the evidence 
shows that plaintiff’s son, twenty-six years old, filed the telegram 
with the defendant’s operator, who asked for the number and street 
of the sendee; that the son told the operator that he did not know 
the address, but that his father knew it; that he went back to his 
father and got the address; that the operator knew the son and his 
father; that the son told the operator that the sendee was his brother- | 
in-law: that the plaintiff sent his son to send the telegram and gave 
him money to pay for it, but the son failed to so inform the operator: 
Held, there was no evidence which charged the defendant with 
knowledge that the son filed the telegram as agent df and for the 
benefit of his father. Helms v. Telegraph Co., 386. 
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31. 
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33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 


A party who is not mentioned in a message or whose interest therein is 
not communicated to the company cannot recover substantial dam- 

_ ages for mental anguish. Ibid. 

nee one contracts with the owner of a lot to furnish all the materials 
and build and construct a house thereon for a certain price, the 
contract being entire and indivisible, if the structure, before com- 
pletion, is destroyed by fire, without fault on the part of the owner, 
and the contractor, being given the opportunity, refuses to proceed 
further, he is liable to refund any money which may have been paid 
him on the contract, and also for damages for its non-performance. 
Keel v. Construction Co., 429. 


If the contract price of the puilding is to be paid by installments on the 


completion of certain specified portions of the work, each instalment 
becomes a debt due to the builder as the particular portion specified 
is completed; and if the house is destroyed by accident, the employer 
would be bound to pay the instalment. then due, but would not be 
regponsible for any intermediate.work and labor and materials. Ibid. 


Where the contract to build a completed house is not entire and indivisi- 
ble, but only a contract to do a part of the work and furnish part 
of the material, the owner or some independent contractor, having 
undertaken, or being bound, to do some substantial portion of the 
work: if the structure is destroyed by fire or other inevitable accident, 
before completion, in such case the parties are relieved from further 
performance, and the contractor is ordinarily allowed to recover for 
what he has done, over and above the amount which may have been 
paid him. Jbid. . 

Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a certain date, 
provided for the payment of an instalment when the “walls have 
been erected to the second story,” and the instalment was paid, and 
thereafter the building, before completion, was destroyed by fire 
without fault on the part of the contractor or owner, the owner is 
not entitled to recover this instalment, nor any part of it, nor is the 
contractor entitled to recover the value of the walls left standing. 
Ibdid. e 

Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a specified 
date, provided for the execution by the owner of certain notes and 
mortgages to mature after the date specified for the completion of the 
building, and the notes and mortgages were executed, but the building 
was accidentally destroyed by fire before its completion, the owner 
is entitled to have the notes and mortgages in the hands of a bank, 
without endorsement, as collateral for money advanced the contractor, 
delivered up and canceled. Jbdid. 


Matters bearing upon the execution, interpretation and validity of a 
contract are determined by the law of the place where it is made. 
Cannaday v. R. R., 4389. 

The exceptions to this general doctrine are: (1) When the contract in 
question is contrary to good “morals: (2) when the State of the forum, 
or its citizens, would be injured by its enforcement; (3) when the 
contract violates the positive legislation of the State of the forum, 
and (4) when it violates its public policy. Ibid. 

Where the plaintiff, an employee of the defendant, entered into a con- 
tract in South Carolina, pursuant to which he became a member of 
its Relief Department, by which he agreed that the acceptance by him 
of benefits for injuries sustained should operate as a release and sat- 
isfaction of all claims against defendant growing out of said injuries, 
and the contract of employment was made in South Carolina, and 
the plaintiff was injured in that State by defendant’s negligence, 
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37, 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 


and accepted and received benefits under the provisions of the con- | 
tract in said State, and where the courts of South Carolina have in- — 
terpreted the contract as an agreement to elect in event of injury 
either to accept the benefits and release the defendant or waive the 
benefits and sue on the cause of action, and that his election to receive 

the benefits was a release of his cause of-action for negligence: Held, 
that this interpretation is binding upon this Court, and the plaintiff, 
having no cause of action in South Carolina, has none in this State. 
Ibid. 


The doctrine of specific performance, with compensation for defects when 
the vendor cannot convey exactly what his contract calls for, is us- 
ually applied to cases where the defects urged as a ground for com- 
pensation existed when the contract was made, but, when the circum- 
stances required, it is extended to cases in which the defects arose 
afterwards, as when the property was destroyed by fire subsequently 
to the execution of the contract, its application resting in the sound 
legal discretion of the Court. Sutton v. Davis, 474. - 


A deed, in the line of the vendor’s title, which had been executed by com- 
missioners appointed in judicial proceedings pursuant to the Court’s 
order, but which had been lost or mislaid, did not constitute a defect 
in his title. Ibid. 


Where the plaintiff sold a house and lot to the detendait: the deed 
to be delivered to defendant’s attorneys to be delivered to defendant 
on payment of the latter’s note for the purchase-price, and the 
deed was delivered in escrow and the note executed as agreed, 
and the defendant went into possession, made an addition to the 
building and had same insured and it was destroyed by fire before 
the note was paid or the deed was delivered: Held, that the de 
fendant, maintaining his right to a conveyance of the lot, was 
not entitled to any reduction from the amount of the note. Ibid. 


Where there is a contract for the sale and conveyance of realty absolute 
and binding on the parties, equity, for most purposes, will consider 
the contrac{ as specifically executed; the vendee will become the 
equitable owner of the lands and the ‘vendor of the purchase-money. 
After the contract, the vendor is the trustee of the legal estate 
for the vendee. Ibid. 


While a corporation may contract under an assumed and fictitious x name 
and be bound on the contract, the president or other managing 
officer, without any authority whatever, cannot bind the corpora- 
tion by endorsing, in his own name or the name of some firm 
of which he may be a member, a note payable to himself for 
which the corporation received no benefit or consideration. Bank 
v. Hollingsworth, 5290. 


A married woman, without the written consent of her husband, cannot 
make a valid executory contract, unless such falls within the 
exceptions of the Revisal, gec. 2094; and where there is no 
evidence of such assent, she cannot be held criminally liable 
for willfully refusing to work certain crops on lands “rented” by her, 
under the Revisal, sec. 3367. 8S. v. Robinson, 620. 


CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE. See “Negligence;” “Assumption of Risk.” 
1. In an action against a railroad company for damages for personal 


injuries, where the plaintiff's evidence shows that he was at the 
time of the injury at the usual position on the step provided for 
the purpose on the pilot of the engine by order of his superiors 
and in the necessary performance of his duties, and that he was 
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thrown on the track and, injured because the engine did not have 
the usual hand-hold. along the pilot beam, and that he did not 
know it was lacking when he got on, and was guilty of no care- 
lessness in his personal conduct, his right of action is established. | 
Biles ve KR. R., T8. 3 


2. In an action for negligence against a railroad company operating in 


this State, the defense of working on in the presence of a defective 
appliance or machine, usually dealt with under the head of assump- 
tion of risk, hag been eliminated by the Fellow-servant Act; but if, 
apart from the element of assumption of risk, the plaintiff in his 
own conduct has been careless in a manner which amounts to 
contributory negligence, his action fails, except in extraordinary 
and imminent cases like those of Greenlee and Troaler. Ibid. 


3. In an action for injuries received at a railroad crossing, where there 


was evidence tending to prove that the railroad company kept a 
flagman stationed at this crossing for the purpose of warning 
passers-by, and that plaintiff knew of this custom, and that when 
he got near the crossing he looked for the watchman, but saw 
none, the Court did not err in refusing to charge at plaintiffs 
request that he had a right to cross the track under the circum- 
stances, and was absolved from the usual duty of looking and 


listening. Hodgin v. R. R., 93. 
4, When a watchman is stationed at a crossing to give warning, the traveler 


who sees the watchman in his place has the right to rely on him 
for protection, but when he discovers that the watchman is absent 
from his post of duty he is put on his guard at once, and must 
exercise ordinary care to protect himself from injury. He should 
then look and listen for passing trains, Ibid, 


an action: for injuries caused by the falling of a ped-plate of a 
eloth press, weighing several thousand pounds, it was a question for 
the jury to determine whether the plaintiff placed himself in a 
place of obvious danger, such as no prudent person would occupy, 
in standing immediately behind: and looking over the bed-plate as 
it stood on its edge, and directing a battering-ram which was being 
propelled against it from the opposite side. Shaw v, Manufacturing 
Co., 131. 


6. Where the plaintiff testified that iis was applying ‘the brakes in the 


7, An 


customary and usual way when he was injured by a collision with 
cars that rolled unexpectedly down an incline, and being stationed 
between two cars loaded with bark, it is not likely he could have 
noted the approach of the cars, and the evidence shows that he 
had not noted their approach, the Court properly declined to hold 
as a matter of law that plaintiff was guilty of cout uteny, negli- 
g&nce. Bird.v. Leather Co., 283. 


instruction that Revisal, sec. 2628, does not apply if the plaintiff 
entered upon the platform in bona fide belief that the train was 
not moving, and if a reasonably prudent person under. similar 
circumstances would have so believed and acted, was erroneous. 
Shaw v, R. R., 312. 


8. In-an action to recover damages for the alleged negligent killing - of 


plaintiff's intestate from a rear-end collision on a siding, where 


the evidence shows that the intestate was employed by defendant 


as flagman, and that it was his duty, after his train had taken 


the siding, to lock the switch to the main track and stand near 
the switch and protect it and sive the necessary signals uo ap- . 
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proaching trains so as to safeguard his own train, and that he did 
not perform this duty, and his negligence in this respect was the 
immediate and sole cause of the collision by which he lost his life, 
the Court did not err in instructing the jury, if they believed the 
evidence, to find for the defendant. Holland v. R. R., 435. 


CONVERSION. See “Contributory Negligence;” “‘Mutal Mistake,” 
CORPORATE ACTS. See “Corporations.” 


CORPORATIONS. 


1. While a corporation may contract under. an assumed and _ fictitious 
name and be bound on the contract, the president or other managing 
officer, without any authority whatever, cannot bind the corpora- 
tion by endorsing, in his own name, or the name of some firm 

- of which he may be a member, a note payable to himself for which 
the corporation received no benefit or consideration. Bank v. Hol- 
lingsworth, 520. 


2. One who ig not a creditor of a corporation is not in a position to com- 
plain of the fact that all its debts were not paid. Jbdid. 


3. Where the president of a corporation who owned all of its stock trans- 
ferred the same and its assets to defendant in payment of a debt 
due defendant, the latter’s collateral agreement in regard to the 
disposition of certain notes which they held and to pay the out- 
standing debts of the corporation did not make the transfer an 
assignment for the benefit of creditors within the operation of Acts 
1893, ch. 433. Ibid. 


4. It is essential to the validity of the acts of the stockholders of a 
corporation that they should be assembled in their representative 
capacity, as they are not permitted to discharge any of their duties 
unless thus organized into a deliberative meeting, though they may all 
have severally and individually given their consent to any proposed 
corporate action. Hill v. R. R., 539. 


5. Notice to each of the members of a corporation of the time and place 
of holding a meeting of the stockholders is absolutely essential 
to its validity, unless the stockholders are present in person or by 
proxy, or unless the time and place are definitely fixed by the 
statute or by the charter or by usage. Jbid. 


6. Where a railroad company resolved to lease its road at a special 
meeting of the stockholders, of which one of the stockholders 
had no notice, but at a subsequent annual or stated meeting a 
resolution was introduced, at his instance, instructing the proper 
officers to take legal action to set aside the lease and recover the 
property, and such resolution was defeated: Held, that this was a 
ratification of the lease so far as any irregularity in ealling or 
the manner of holding or conducting the former meeting is con- 
cerned. Ibid. 


7. In the absence of proof to the contrary, it will be assumed that an 
annual or stated meeting of the stockholders of a corporation 
was held in accordance with the requirements of the charter. Jbid. — 


8. Where, after a lease of the property of a railroad company had been 
authorized at a special. meeting, of which the plaintiff had no 
notice, a regular annual meeting was duly held, of which the 
plaintiff had due notice and at which the president reported the 
material facts relating to the lease, and his report was received 
and adopted, this was a distinct approval of the lease by the 
clearest implication and without objection. Jbid. 
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9, Where a stockholder of a corporation, with knowledge of the execution 
of the lease of all its property, maintained silence and inaction 
for more than a year, during which time the lessee had expended 
large sums of money in execution of his part of the contract 
and extensive dealings in the stock have taken place, this was a 
waiver of any right which he originally had to object to irregulart- 
ties in the execution of the lease. Ibid. 


10. Where the term of a lease of property of a railroad company extends 
beyond the time fixed by its charter for the corporate existence 
of the lessor, such a lease is valid for the period of the corporate. 
life of the lessor, and will extend beyond that period if the charter 
is renewed, and the lessor’s corporate existence is thereby extended, 
and by this process it may endure for the full term. Ibid. 


11. The charter of the defendant company conferring the right to trans- 
port passengers and freight, and giving the power to “farm out” 
the right o: transporation, authorizes the company, by the former 
decisions of this Court, to execute a valid lease of its property 
and franchises to another railroad company. Jbdid. 


12. Where a resolution authorizing the lease of corporate property re- 
quired the deposit of the sum of $100,000, or United States bonds, or 
bonds of the State of North Carolina, or other marketable securities 
acceptable to the directors and having a market value of not less 
than said sum, as security for the payment of the rentals, ete., 
while the lease itself provides that there shall be a deposit of $100,000 
in United States bonds, or bonds of the State of North Carolina, or 
other marketable securities, ete.: Held, that the provision as con- 
tained in the resolution means that the lessee shall deposit either 
$100,000 in money, bonds or other marketable securities having a 
current value of not less than that sum, and not that the deposit 
should consist of bonds or securities having a par value of $100,000, 
and the substitution of the word “in” for the word “or,” which was 

in the resolution, was merely accidental. Jbid. 


13. Where a resolution for the lease of corporate property provided for the 
deposit of securities for the payment of rentals with the State 
Treasurer, but the deposit was made with a trust company as 
authorized by the terms of the lease, and the change was called 
to the attention of the stockholders by the president at an annual 
meeting held a few months after a resolution had been passed 
directing a full inquiry to be made by a committee into the matter 
of the deposit, and particularly as to when and where it had been 
made, after which no further objection was made as to the deposit: 
Held, that the stockholders are presumed to have had knowledge of 
the contents of the lease, and any objection to the lease because the 
deposit was not made with the State Treasurer, or because it was 
not sufficient in amount, was waived. Ibid. 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 


Where the plaintiff proposed to sell a certain kind of machine and the 
defendant to buy another and quite a different kind, there was a 
mutual mistake as to the subject-matter of the sale, and the minds 
of the parties not having met in one and the same intention, 
there was no contract, but the defendant, having received and 
converted to his own use the machine shipped to him, is liable for 
its value, and his counter-claim, for the difference in the price of 
the two machines, must fail. Machine Co. v. Chalkley, 181. 
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COUNTIES. 2 | 
The Constitution. recognizes the existence of ous, cownahive:: cities 
and towns as. governmental agencies; but they are all legislative 
creations and subject to be changed, abolished or divided, at the 

will of the General Assembly. Jones v. Commissioners, 59. 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. 


1. Where certain townships by extra taxation procured the. -puilding 
through their territory ‘of a railroad, the Legislature has the 
power to direct the County Commissioners to expend exclusively 
in those’ townships the county taxes derived from such railroad 
property in said townships “in repairing roads, building bridges, . 
extending schools, or such other purposes as the Commissioners 
may deem best,” until the amount so used in said townships shall 
fully reimburse them for the amount paid out to aid in building 
said railroad. Jones v. Commissioners, 59. , 


2. There is no constitutional requirement that the tax rate for Gauaty 
purposes shall be the same everywhere. It varies in the different 
counties, and may vary in different townships, parts of townships, 
districts, towns.and cities in the same county. Ibid. 


.3. Where the relief sought is a mandamus to compel a Board of County 
Commissioners to expend in a township certain taxes as directed 
by statute, the tax-payers in said township are proper parties to 

’ bring the action, and there is no statute of limitations, as the relief 
sought is prospective. Ibid. 

4. Where a statute requires the County Commissioners to invest each 
year, in interest- bearing securities, the county taxes derived from 
the taxation of the property of a railroad in a certain township, 
as a sinking fund for the payment, at maturity, of the bonds 
issued by said township to aid in building said railroad, a mandamus 
to compel the Commissioners to reimburse said township for the 
amount of said bonds was properly refused, where the bonds had been 

already paid off. Ibid. 

5. When the public road is made after the land-owner has cut his ditches 
for draining, he is not required to keep the bridges in repair that. 
are subsequently placed over them. S. v. Davis. 611. 


COURTS, POWERS OF. See.“Verdict Reducing.” 

- 1. Where the Court has the custody of property, it will be retained to 
await the result of the action and satisfy any judgment that may 
be recovered, it being immaterial how the property was. brought 

under the control of the Court, whether by attachment or some 
other equivalent and lawful act. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. | 


2. Under Revisal, see. 1037, where a trustees dies, all of the parties in 
interest may join in a petition to the Superior Court to have 
a new trustee appointed, and upon the passing of the decree the 
sgubstituted trustee holds the legal title upon the same trusts as 
the original trustee—so far as it is competent for the Court to 
confer them. McAfee v. Green, 411. 

3. Under Revisal, sec. 1590, upon the application of all the parties in 
interest, the trustee representing contingent remaindermen, the 
Court can direct a sale of the land, and the Court has power to 
order the sale to be made privately, where it appears to be promotive 
of the interests of the parties. Ibid. 


. 4, In an action begun before a justice of the peace in which the plaintif? 
made demand in the sum of $50 for damages done to his property 
and premises by defendant in depositing the carcass of a dead 
horse near the lands of the plaintiff, whereby the confort and en- 
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joyment of his home were impaired and a nuisance committed 
to his premises, the Superior Court, on appeal, erred in dismissing 
the action for want of jurisdiction in the justice. Duckworth 
v. Mull, 461. : 

5. Article IV, sec. 27, of the Constitution, and Revisal, sec. 1420 (en- 
acted to carry out this provision), which provides that “justices 
of the peace shall have concurrent jurisdiction of civil actions not 
founded on contract wherein the value of the property in con- 
troversy does not exceed $50,” comprehend all actions ex delicto, 
the term “property in controversy’ meaning the value of the 
injury complained of and involved in the litigation, and where a 
plaintiff, in good faith, states or limits his demand in actions of 
this character at fifty dollars or less, the justice has jurisdiction 
concurrent with the Superior Court to hear, and determine the 

matter. Ibid. _ 

6. The doctrine of specific performance with compensation for defects, 

_ when the vendor cannot convey exactly what’ his contract calls 
for, is usually applied to cases where the defects urged as a 
ground for compensation existed when the contract was made, 
_but, when the circumstances required, it is extended to cases 
in which the defects arose afterwards, as when the property was 
destroyed by fire subsequently to the execution of the contract, its 
application resting in the sound legal discretion of the Court. Sutton 
v, Davis, 474. 

7. The control of its navigable waters is with the State, the authority 
of the General Government being only cumulative protection from 
an interference with commerce. Pedrick v. R. R., 485. ne 


8. Where the defendant was ordered to appear before the Clerk to be 
examined in a supplementary proceeding, when the Clerk was 
properly informed that a similar proceeding was then pending 
before the Judge, he should have refused to proceed, and failing 
so to do, the Judge had the power to order that he desist from 
further action. Ledford v. Emerson, 527. 


9, It is in the discretion of the trial Judge to grant or refuse a mistrial 
and continuance, and his action is not reviewable. 8S. v. Hunter, 607. 


10, It is error for the Court below, when informed by the jury, in answer 
to his question, that some of them believed the defendant guilty 
and some not guilty, to poll the jury, ascertain from each that 
he believed the evidence, and then again instruct them, “if they 
believe the evidence to return a verdict of guilty,” it being an 
intimation of opinion upon the facts and calculated to prevent 
an impartial consideration of the case. 8S. v. Simmons, 613. 

11, In an appeal from a conviction in criminal cases it is not only proper, 
but the duty of the Supreme Court,:- when a new trial is granted, 
to decide upon the legal merits of the case, if it appears that the 
State cannot ultimately succeed in the prosecution. WS. v. Robinson, 

620. . 

12. The action of the Superior Court Judge in refusing to remove a cause 
to another county for trial is not reviewable under the Revisal, 
sec. 427. 8. v. Turner, 641. 

13. In criminal cases the Supreme Court, has no power under the Constitu- 
tion nor at common law to entertain a motion for a new trial on 
the ground of newly discovered evidence. Jbid. 

14. Under Revisal, sec. 3361, it is not necessary that the offense of bigamy 
should be committed in the county where the bill is found, to confer 
jurisdiction, and the proper remedy, where permissible, is by plea 
in abatement. S. v. Long, 670. 
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15. When it appears under an indictment for bigamy, Revisal, 3361, that 
the offense was committed outside of this State, jurisdiction of the 
courts of this State is ousted; but the presumption is in favor 
of jurisdiction, and the burden of proof is on the defendant; he 
must prove that the offense had not in fact been committed in the 
county where the bill was found, and a motion to quash or in arrest 
will not be granted. Revisal, sec. 3255. Ibid. 


16, Revisal, sec. 3361, is constitutional under the State and Federal constitu- 
tions. When a man having a lawful wife admits a second marriage 
in another State, the bigamous marriage is exploited by his living 
openly and avowedly in this State with his wife by the second 
marriage, and the offense may be dealt with, tried, determined and 
punished in the county where the offender may be apprehended or 
be in custody. Ibid. 


17. Under Revisal, sec. 262, the Court has no jurisdiction to enforce its 
order of “support” by committing the defendant “to the house of 

‘ correction, to-wit, the common jail, with authority of the Commis- 
sioners to have him work on the public roads, allowing the sum of 
ten dollars a month for his labor, to be paid into the Court for the 
use of the feme plaintiff and paid to her in satisfaction of the said 
allowance.” When there is no house of correction in the county, 
the Court can only commit him to jail until the performance of the 
order to support. S. v. Addington, 683. | 


COVENANTS. See “Railroads;” “Contracts.” 


DAMAGES. See “Measure of Damages.” 


1. When the trial Judge thinks an injustice has been done it is his duty 
to set aside the verdict, and he may set it aside as to damages 
either excessive or inadequate. Jsley v. Bridge Co., 51. 


2. In an action for damages growing out of an attachment of plaintiff's 
cars, alleging malice and want of probable cause and that the 
attachment of ten cars was excessive and an abuse of process of the 
Court, evidence of profits which the plaintiff might have made from 
hiring its cars was properly excluded as speculative damages. R. #. 
v. Hardware Co., 54. 


3. The true’measure of damages in’ such a case is the interest upon ihe 
value of the cars, increased or diminished, as the case: might be, 
by the difference between the deterioration of the cars if in daily 
use, and their deterioration while wrongfully tied up, provided 
plaintiff could not have avoided injury from the attachment by 
giving bond and retaining possession of its cars. Ibid. 


4. In cases of contract as well as in tort, it is generally incumbent upon 
an insured party to do whatever he reasonably can to improve 
all reasonable and proper opportunities to lessen the injury. He. 
must not remain supine, but should make reasonable exertions to 

* help himself, and thereby reduce his loss and diminish the responsi- 
bility of the party in default to him. Ibid. 


5. Where the officer levied an attachment on an excessive quantity of 
property, the plaintiff in the attachment is not liable for the abuse 
unless he in some way advised, directed or encouraged such action. 
Ibid. 


6. In an action by a land-owner to recover damages for land appropriated 
for the purposes of a water-works company, evidence as to the 
character of the Jand and the value of the crops raised prior to the 
appropriation was competent to aid the jury in determining the 
market value of the land. Creighton v. Water Commissioners, 171. 
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7. In an action by a land-owner to recover faeces for land appropriated . 


for the purposes of a water-works company, the Court erred in 
excluding a deed, offered by defendant in mitigation or reduction 
of damages, executed by plaintiff to a company to whose rights de- 
fendarit succeeded, which imposed an easement upon a portion of 
the land in controversy of like kind, but less in degree. Ibid. 


8. Matters in mitigation of damages may be shown under an answer con- 


taining a general denial only, and need not be specially pleaded. 
Ibid. 


9. Where, in order to ascertain the damages plaintiff sustained by breach 


10. 


14. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


of a covenant of warranty in a deed, it became necessary to show 
the value of certain corporate stock transferred with the deed, the 
Court erred in charging the jury that in valuing the stock they 
could consider “the testimony as to the payment of dividends and 
as to whether the plan had been a success or not,” as the value 
should have been determined as of the time the covenant was 
made, and according to the facts then existing, and not by what 
afterwards occurred. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. 


In a proceeding by a land-owner under Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as 
amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), to assess damages for 
land taken for highway purposes, notice of the proceeding is required 
to be given to the Township ‘trustees and County Commissioners 
under the “law of the land.” In re Wittkowsky’s Land, 247. 


In an action for breach of a contract. of sale f cotton yarns, the 
measure of damages is the difference between the contract price 
and market value at the time when and place where the goods 
should have been delivered by the terms of the contract. Tillinghast 
v. Cotton Mills, 268. 


Where the plaintiff seeks to recover different and additional damages 
arising by reason of special circumstances, he is required to show 
that defendant, at the time the contract was entered into, had 
knowledge of these circumstances, and of a kind from which it 
could be fairly and reasonably inferred that the parties contemplated 
that they should be considered as affecting the question of damages. 
Ibid. 


-Where there has been a breach of contract definite and entire, the 


injured party must do what fair and reasonable business prudence 

requires to save himself and reduce the damage; or the damage 

“which arises from his own neglect will be considered too remote 
for recovery. Ibid. 


The defendant, by entering upon and occupying plaintiff's land for rail- 
foad purposes, acquired, at the end of two years from the construction 
of the road, an easement permitting it to use one hundred feet 
from the center on either side for railroad purposes, to the same 
extent as if condemned, which includes the right to construct the 
road-bed and to carry from it by the use of drains, carefully con- 
structed, the surface-water accumulating on the right-of-way. Parks 
v. R. R. 289. 


In exercising this right, care must be taken to avoid, by the use of 
ali reasonable means, all unnecessary damage to Ane lands over 
which it has a right-of-way. Ibid. 


In an action for damages for the negligent construction of a drain 
by a railroad, the issues should be so framed that the plaintiff 
recovers damages up to the time of the trial, not exceeding five 
years, and for the permanent easement which is acquired by the 
payment of the judgment. Jbdid. 
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17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22, 


23. 


24, 


25, 


By virtue of Revisal, sec. 2628, the rule of a railroad company pro- 
hibiting passengers from going on the platform while the train is in 
motion is given when the statute has been complied with, the 
force and effect of a law of the State prohibiting passengers from 
going on the platform of moving trains, and barrihg a recovery 
for injuries sustained under such circumstances. Shaw v. R. R., 312. 


Where the engine is properly operated, is not defective, and has a 
proper spark- arrester, but fire originates on the right-of-way be- 
cause it is in a foul or neglected condition, the company is liable. 
Lumber Co. v. R. R., 324, 


Where S. wrote to the plaintiff as follows: “Kindly advise us by 
wire Monday if you can use 1,500 creosote barrels between now 
and January ist, at 95 cents, delivered in carload lots,” and plaintiff. . 
filed with defendant on Monday a message addressed to 8. as 
follows: “We accept your offer of 1,500 barrels as per yours of the 
7th:” Held, that the letter from S. was a mere “trade inquiry,” and 
was not a legal offer binding on acceptance, and plaintift’s reply 
did not create a contract, and plaintiff is entitled to recover of de- 
fendant by reason of its negligence in the delivery of the message 
only nominal damages, to wit, the price of the message. J'anning 
Co. v. Telegraph Co., 376. 


Mere fright, unaccompanied or followed by physical injury, cannot be 
considered as an element of damage; but where the fright occasions 
physical injury not contemporaneous with it, but directly traceable 
to it, a right of action for such injury, resulting from a negligent 
act, arises. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


Where the plaintiff's evidence shows that the wife.was lying on her 
bed heavy with child at the moment the rock crashed through 
the roof of her home, and though it did not strike her, it greatly 
shocked her nervous system, and nearly caused a miscarriage, 
and that she has never recovered from the effects of it: Held, 
that she has a right of action for the physical injury sustained—a 
wrecked nervous system—resulting from negligence, whether wilful 
or otherwise, Ibid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, on the question of damages, 
the Court properly told the jury they could allow for a reasonable 
attorney’s fee paid by plaintiff in the case in which the prosecution 
was had. Stanford v.. Grocery Co., 419. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, punitive or exemplary damages 
may be awarded by the jury, but the right to such damages does 
not attach, as a conclusion of law, because the jury have found the 
issue of malice against the defendant, but the jury must find that 
the wrongful act wags done from actual malice in the ‘Sense of 
personal ill-will, or under circumstances of insult, rudeness or 
oppression, or in a manner which showed a reckless and wanton 
disregard of the plaintiff's rights. Ibid. 


Where on contracts with the owner of a lot to furnish all the materials 
and build and construct a house thereon for a certain price, the 
contract being entire and indivisible, if the structure, before com- 
pletion, is destroyed by fire, without fault on the part of the 
owner, and the contractor, being given the opportunity, refuses to 
proceed: further, he is liable to refund any money which may have © 
been paid him on the contract, and also for damages for its non- 
performance. Keel v. Construction Co., 429. 


If the contract price of the building is to be paid by installments on 
the completion of certain specified portions of the work, each 
installment becomes a debt due to the builder as the particular 
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portion specified is completed; and if the house is destroyed by 
accident, the employer would be bound to pay the installment then 
due, but would not be responsible for any intermediate work and 
labor and materials. Ibid. 


26. Where the contract to build a completed nooks is iat entire and 
indivisible, but only a contract to do a part of the work and furnish 
part of the material, the owner or some independent contractor, 
having undertaken, or being bound, to do some substantial portion 
of the work; if the structure is destroyed by fire or other inevitable 
accident, before completion, in such case the parties are relieved 
from further performance and the contractor is ordinarily allowed 
to recover for what he has done over and above the amount which 
may have been paid him. Ibid. 


27. Where a contract for building a house, to be completed by a certain 
date, provided for the payment of an instalment when the “walls 
have been erected to the second story,” and the instalment was 
paid, and thereafter the building, before completion, was destroyed 
by fire without fault on the part of the contractor or owner, the 
owner is not entitled to recover this instalment, nor any part of it, 
nor is the contractor entitled to recover the value of the walls left 
standing. Jbid. 


28. The obstruction or interference with navigation being a public nuisance, 
no private citizen may sue therefor, unless he suffers some damage 
which is not common to the public. Pedrick v. R. R., 485. 


DEBT. See “Imprisonment for.” 
DECISION. See “Appeal and Error.” 
DECLARATIONS. See “Wills;” “Evidence.” 


DEEDS. 


1. In an action for damages for breach of a covenant of warranty, an 
affidavit, upon which an order of publication was based, which 
alleged that the cause of action arose upon a breach of warranty 
contained in a deed from defendant to plaintiff registered in M. 
County, by which said breach the defendant is indebted to the 
plaintiff in the sum of $13,500, sufficiently sets out the cause of 
action, it not appearing that there was ever any other deed between 
the same parties. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. 


2. In an action against an insane person for damages for breach of warranty 
in a deed; a witness who is not interested in the recovery is not dis- 
qualified by Revisal, sec. 1631, mouen he may have an interest in 
the land. Jbid. 


3. In an action for damages for breach of warranty in a deed, in which 
certain bonds were attached, the defendant cannot complain of a 
judgment directing that the bonds be sold by a commissioner, 
instead of an order to the Sheriff to sell the attached property 
under Revisal, sec 784. Jbid. 


4. Where, in order to ascertain the damages plaintiff sustained by breach 
_ of a covenant of warranty in a deed, it became necessary to show the 
value of certain corporate stock transferred with the deed, the Court 

erred in charging the jury that in valuing the stock they could con- 

sider “the testimony as to the payment of dividends and as to whether 

the plant had been a success or not,” as the value should have 

been determined as of the time the covenant was made, and according 

to the facts then existing,-and not by what afterwards occurred. Ibid. 
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5. Whether the right to cut timber is a grant, or a reservation, it expires 
at the time specified. When no time is specified, a grantee of such 
right takes upon the implied agreement to cut and remove within 
a reasonable time, whereas when a grantor of the fee reserves 
or excepts the timber, and there is no limitation to indicate when the 
reservation shall expire, then the grantee must give notice for a 
reasonable time that the grantor must cut or remove the timber 
included in his reservation. Mining Co. v. Cotton Mills, 307. 


6. Where land was conveyed in fee to plaintiff “with all timber reserved”’ 
by the grantor, and it was stipulated that when the land was divided 
into lots and the erection of any building was begun on any lot, 
then the grantor “shall have no further right to any timber upon 
said lot,” the.Court erred in holding that the plaintiff can recover 
of the defendant for timber cut on any lot befcre the happening 
of the event which it was agreed should put an end to the reservation. 
Ibid. 


7. In an an action of ejectment, a party who claims under a deed from a 
devisee in a will cannot question the validity of the probate of the 
will. Steadman v. Steadman, 345. 


8. Where at the time a lot was conveyed to the defendant, as an induce- 
ment thereto and in part consideration for the sale and delivery 
of the deed, the defendant then agreed with plaintiff that if he did 
not build on the lot, but resold it, plaintiff was to have the profits 
realized on such resale: Held, that such agreement could be shown 
by oral evidence and did not come within the statute of frauds and 
was not without consideration. Bourne v. Sherrill, 381. 


9. Where land was conveyed to a grantee “as trustee” with habendum to 
“his own use and behoof,” and no other use is declared than such as 
would attach by operation of law, the deed reciting the payment of the 
purchase-money by the grantee, the word “trustee” is surplusagé, and 
a deed by the grantee not signed as trustee, conveyed the legal and 
equitable title in fee, and upon his death there was nothing left in 

him to vest in his heirs, McAfee v. Green, 411. 


10. ‘Under Revisal, s®c. 1037, where a trustee dies, all of the parties in 
interest may join in a petition to the Superior Court to have a 
new trustee appointed, and upon the passing of the decree the 
substituted trustee holds the legal title upon the same trusts 
as the original trustee—so far as it is competent for the Court to 
confer them. J/bid. 


11. Under Revisal, sec. 1590, upon the application of all the parties in 
interest, the trustee representing contingent remaindermen, the 
Court can direct a sale of the land, and the Court has power to 
order the sale to be made privately, where it appears to be promotive 
of the interests of the parties. Jbid. 


12. A deed, in the line of the vendor’s title, which had been executed by 
commissioners appointed in judicial proceedings pursuant to the 
Court’s order, but which had been lost or mislaid, did not con- 
stitute a defect in his title. Sutton v. Davis, 474. 


138. Where the plaintiff sold a house and lot to the defendant, the deed 
to be delivered to defendant’s attorneys to be delivered to defendant 
on payment of the latter’s note for the purchase-price, and the 
deed was delivered in escrow and the note executed as agreed, and 
the defendant went into possession, made an addition to the. 
building and had same insured and it was destroyed by fire before 
the note was paid or the deed was delivered. Held, that the de- 
fendant, maintaining his right to a conveyance of the lot, was not 
entitled to any reduction from the amount of the note. Ibid. 
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_ 14, Where there is a contract for the sale and conveyance of realty absolute 
and binding on the parties, equity, for most purposes, will consider 
the contract as specifically executed; the vendee will become the 
equitable owner of the lands and the ‘vendor of the purchase-money. 
After the contract, the vendor is the trustee of the legal estate for 
the vendee. Jbid. — 


15. Where the president of a corporation who awed all of its stock trans- | 
ferred the same and its assets to defendant in payment of a debt 
due defendant, the latter’s collateral agreement in regard to the 
disposition of certain notes which they held and to pay the. out- 
standing debts of the corporation did not make the transfer an 
assignment for the benefit of creditors within the operation of Acts 
1893, ch. 433. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520. 


DEFECTIVE APPLIANCES. See “Evidence.” 


DENTISTRY. 


1. The Legislature has constitutional authority to regulate the practice 
of. dentistry under Revisal, sec. 4468, forbidding any person to 
practise who has not graduated at a reputable dental school and 
received a certificate of proficiency or qualification from the Board 
of Dental Examiners, etc.; under section 4470, making the require- 
ments inapplicable to any person who was a dental practitioner in 
this State before 7 March, 1879, if on or before 25 February, 1890, 
he should file a verified statement with the Board of Dental Ex- 
aminers showing his name, residence, date of diploma or license, and 
date of commencing practice here; under section 3642, making it a 
misdemeanor to practice dentistry without first having passed the 
required examination and received the certificate. 8S. v: Hicks, 689. 


2. While Revisal, secs. 4468, 4470, and 3642, are of a penal nature and 
strictly construed, they will receive a reasonable interpretation to 
discover their intent; the burden of proof is upon the defendant 
to show he came under the provision of Revisal, sec. 4470, and in 
the absence of evidence that he practised dentistry in the State 
before the specified time, or had filed the required statement, having 
admitted that he had not passed the requisite examination or re- 
ceived the certificate, a motion to quash the indictment is properly 
refused. Ibid. 


3. The defendant, under an indictment for practicing dentistry without 
complying with the statute, is not excused because the designated 
officerg had not furnished, as required of them, blanks upon which 
to make the statement under Revisal, sec. 4470, if he has not sub- 
stantially complied with the provisions of the statute in making 
his statement without having the blanks. Jbid. 


4. Time for filing the statement to practice dentistry under section 4470, 
Revisal, is not of the essence of the enactment; by a present com- 
pliance therewith the defendant will be entitled to a certificate to 
be registered under Revisal, sec. 4468, and thus become lawfully 
qualified to continue the practice of his profession. Jbdid. 


DEPOSITIONS. See “Hvidence.” 


DIVORCE, .  * 


1. Where plaintiff obtained d@ judgment of divorce from bed and board 
against defendant, and the defendant was ordered to convey a 
one-fourth interest in a certain tract of land to a trustee for the 
use and benefit of plaintiff or pay into the Clerk’s office $250 for 
the same purpose, the land to be leased by the trustee or sold and the 
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proceeds applied to the support of plaintiff, ihe axecntion of a 
quit-claim deed by defendant to the trustee was not a compliance 
with the order, where it was afterwards discovered that defendant. 
had, prior to the judgment of separation, conveyed all of his interest 
in the land to his son; and an order adjudging him in contempt and 
committing him to jail until he had complied with the order of 
alimony was proper, the Court having found that he was fully able 
to comply. Green v. Green, 406. 


2. The proviso of Revisal. sec. 3361, as to divorce and seven years’ absence 
are matters of defense which the defendant must prove to withdraw 
himself from the operation of the statute. 9S. v. Long, 670. 


DORMANT JUDGMENTS. See “Judgments.” 


‘EASHMENTS. See “Railroads;” “Eminent Domain.” 


1. The defendant, by entering upon and occupying plaintiffs land for 
railroad purposes, acquired, at the end of two years from the con- 
struction of the road, an easement permitting it to use one hundred 
feet from the center on either side for railroad purposes, to the 
same extent as if condemned, which includes the right to construct 
the road-bed and to carry from it by the use of drains, carefully con- 
structed, the surface-water accumulating on the right-of-way. Parks 
®. BR. R., 289. 


2. In exercising this right, care must be taken to avoid, by the use of all 
reasonable means, all unnecessary damage to the lands over which it 
has a right-of-way. Jbid. 


3. In an action for damages for the negligent construction. of a drain by a 
railroad, the issues should be so framed that the plaintiff recovers 
damages up to the time of the trial, not exceeding five years, and 
for the permanent easement oe is acquired by the payment of 
the judgment. Ibid, 


4. Where fire is set out by sparks from a defective engine, or one not 
having a proper spark-arrester, or because operated in a careless 
manner, the company is liable for the negligence, whether the fire 
originates on or off the right-of-way. Lumber Co. v. R. R., 324. 


5. Where the engine is properly operated, is not defective, and has a 
proper spark- arrester, but fire originates on the right-of-way be- 
cause it is in a pOuL or neglected condition, the company is liable. Toid. 


EJECTMENT. 


1. In an action of ajéctnient, where the sister of plaintiff's who held a 
deed for a tract of land, died in infancy without ever having entered 
on the land, and thereafter their father, who lived on a different 
tract, took possession of the lahd and held it until his death, when 
the plaintiffs entered into possession: Held, the father will not be 
presumed to have entered in behalf of his children, where there was 
no evidence that he professed to do so, and none that they had any 
title, but at most only color of title, and his possession will not 
inure to them so as to perfect any colorable title they may have had 
as against a stranger. Barrett v. Brewer, 88. 


2. Where the jury, by their verdict, have established that both plaintiff 
and defendant claim the land in controversy under the same testator, 
the defendant is, for the purposes of this action, estopped from 
questioning the title of the common grantor. Steadman v. Stead- 
man, 3465. 

3. In an action of ejectment, a party who elaine under a deed from a. 

- devisee in a will cannot question. the validity of the probate of 
the will. Jbid. ea 
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EMBEZZLEMENT. See “Malicious Prosecution.” 


In an action for malicious prosecution in causing the arrest of plaintiff 
on a charge of embezzling goods which defendant claimed had beet 
consigned and plaintiff claimed had been sold outright, the statements 
made by defendant’s salesman who affected the sale and just after the 
gale, to defendant’s manager, who swore out the warrant, as to the 
nature of the trade under which the goods were passed to plaintiff, 
were competent both as corroborative of the salesman and substan- 

tive testimony on the question whether the defendant’s manager, 
in taking out the prosecution, had probable cause for so doing and 
whether he acted in good faith. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. See “Easements.” 


1. In an action by a land-owner to recover damages for land appropriated 
for the purposes of a water-works company, evidence as to the 
character of the land and the value of the crops raised prior to the 
appropriation was competent to aid the jury in determining the 
market value of the land. Creighton v. Water Commissioners, 171. 


2. In an action by a land-owner to recover damages for land appropriated 
' for the purposes of a water-works company, the Court erred in 
excluding a deed, offered by defendant in mitigation or reduction 
of damages, executed by plaintiff to a company to whose rights de- 
fendant succeeded, which imposed an easement upon a portion of the 

land in controversy of like kind, but less in degree. Jbid. 


8. A notice by Township Trustees to a land-owner that they had, con- 
demned a strip of his land to widen the public highway was not the 
beginning of legal proceedings, under Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as 
amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), where the taking was 
under the right of eminent domain and was not contested. Jn re 

‘ Wittkowsky’s Land. 247, : 


4. In a proceeding by a land-owner under Laws 1901, ch, 50, sec. 5, as 
amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), to assess damages for 
land taken for highway purposes, notice of the proceeding is required 
to be given to the Township Trustees and County Commissioners 
under the “law of the land.” Jbid. 


5. Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 
1 (2), providing that any person aggrieved may within six months 
after a change of road, or a new road has been opened and com- 
pleted, apply for a jury to assess damages, means that the pro- 
ceeding shall be begun ‘“‘within,” 7. e., “not later than” six months 
after the road has been changed or the new road opened and com- 
pleted. Jbid. 


6. Payment of the appraisement into Court is a condition precedent to a 
right of entry for construction purposes by a railroad; upon the 
trial under an indictment, Revisal, sec. 3688, for trespass on lands 
after being forbidden, it is no defense to show that defendant acted 
under the instructions of his superior officer of a railroad company 
in entering upon the lands to construct a railroad pending an 
appeal by the railroad company, Revisal, sec. 2587, when the com- 
pany has not paid into Court the sum appraised by the commis- 
sioners. Evidence that such superior officer therein acted by the 
advice of counsel learned in the law is incompetent. S. v. Mallard, 
666. - : 


ERROR. See “Harmless Error;” “Appeal and Error.” 
ESCROW. See “Deeds 2 “Contracts.” 
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ESTOPPEL. | | 
1. The principal may, in certain cases, be estopped to deny that a person 


is his agent and clothed with competent authority or that his 
agent has acted within the scope of the authority which the nature 
of the particular transaction makes it peeonnary: for him to have. 
Bank v. Hay, 326. 


2. Where the jury, by their verdict, have established that both plaintiff 


and defendant claim the land in controversy under the same 
testator, the defendant is, for the purposes of this action, estopped 
from questioning the title of the common grantor, Steadman v. 
Steadman, 345. 


f 


EVIDENCE. See “Parol Evidence.” 
1. In an action to recover the amount of an insurance policy, where 


the plaintiff introduced the policy insuring the life of the deceased 
for plaintiff's benefit, proved the payment of premiums which kept 
the policy alive till June 18, 1905, and introduced a clause of the 
defendant’s answer admitting that deceased died on April 25, 1905, 
this testimony makes out a prima facée case for plaintiff. Thaxton 
v. Insurance Co., 33. 


2. In an action for damages growing out of an attachment of plaintiff’s 


cars, alleging malice and want of probable cause and that the 
attachment of ten cars was excessive and an abuse of process of 
the Court, evidence of profits which the plaintiff might have made 
from hiring its cars was properly excluded as speculative damages. 
R. Rk. v. Hardware Co., 54. 


3. In an action for deiaaes for alleged wrongful and malicious attach- 


ment of plaintiff’s cars, the Court erred in refusing to admit the 
testimony of the agent of the company, which was surety on the 
prosecution bond in this action, that for the payment of $10 it would 
have signed a replevy bond to secure release of the cars attached. 
Ibid. 


4, In an action for damages for alleged wrongful and malicious attach- 


ment of plaintiff's property, where the general manager of defendant 
testified that the party who bought the goods told him that they 
were for the use of and bought for the account of plaintiff; that he 
had no reason to disbelieve this statement; that the former action 
was instituted in good faith, believing the present plaintiff owed 
the debt for which the property was attached; that he submitted 
all the facts to his counsel and acted upon his advice, and that he 
had no idea what property the Sheriff had attached; Held, that the 
Court erred in charging the jury that if they believed the evidence 
they would find that the attachment was issued without probable 
cause. Jbid. 


5. Where the defendant laid all the facts before his counsel and sued 


6. 


out the. attachment under his advice, this is evidence to rebut 
the allegation of malice. Jbid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, it is necessary to show (1) 


malice, (2) want of probable cause, (3) and that the former pro- 
ceeding has terminated. In an action for abuse of process, it is 
not necessary to show either of these three things, but two elements 
are necessary: first, an ulterior purpose; second, an act in the use 
of the process not proper in the regular prosecution of the pro- 
ceeding. Ibid. 


7. In a processioning proceeding, the provision in Revisal, sec. 326, that 


occupation of land constitutes ownership for the purpose of establish- 
ing boundary, applies only where the answer does not deny the 


boundary, or denies only the boundary; but where the denial 
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extends to the plaintiff’s title also, and the case is transferred to 
the term of Court for “trial on all the issues raised” (Revisal, sec. 
717), the action becomes substantially a civil action to quiet title, | 
and it devolves upon the plaintiff to make out his title as well as his 
boundary, and possession ceases to be sufficient proof of ownership. 
Woody v. Fountain, 66. 


8, In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained in 
endeavoring to clean out a machine, where defendant offered evi- 
dence to show that the machine was a standard one and was super- 
seding the old machines, and that the opening, by reason of which 
plaintiff's hand was injured, was not a defect, but a part of the 
structural plan of the machine, and plaintiff alleged that the old 
machine which he had hitherto used afforded complete protection, and 
if the defendant had installed a different machine which created an 
additional danger, it was its duty to warn him of this condition, an 
instruction, that if the jury found the new machine differed in this 
respect from the old ones and that plaintiff did not know of the open- 
ing and could not have known of it by the exercise of ordinary care, 
and was put to work on the new machine without notice of its con- 
dition, then the defendant would be guilty of negligence, was ad- 
dressed to the duty of the defendant to warn the plaintiff, and did 
not make any particular machine the arbitrary standard of excellence. 
Hicks v. Manufacturing Co., 73. 

9. In an action against a railroad for damages for personal injuries, an 
instruction that “if the jury found that the rule which was offered 
by the defendant was habitually violated to the knowledge of the 
defendant or of those who stood toward the plaintiff in the position 
of vice-principals, or if they found that the rule was so frequently and 
openly violated for such a length of time that the defendant could, 
by the exereise of ordinary care, have ascertained that it was being 
violated, the rule is considered in law as being abrogated, and would 
have no effect upon the acts of the plaintiff,’ was correct. Biles v. 
R. R., 78. 

10. On a motion for nonsuit, or its counterpart, the direction of a verdict, the 
evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true, and construed in 
the light most favorable to him. Jbdid. 


11. In an action against a railroad company for damages for personal in- 
juries, where the plaintiff's evidence shows that he was at the time 
of the injury at the usual position on the step provided for the pur- 
pose on the pilot of the engine by order of his superiors and in the 
necessary performance of his duties, and that he was thrown on 
the track and injured because the engine did not have the usual 
hand-hold along the pilot beam, and that he did not know it was 
lacking when he got on, and was guilty of no carelessness in his 
personal conduct, his right of action is established. Jbid. 


12. An appellant is not bound to except to an instruction when there is no 
evidence to warrant it, and he has already moved to dismiss the 
action. Barrett v. Brewer, 88. 


13. In an action for injuries to a passenger on a caboose car, an instruction 
that “plaintiff admits that he asked the conductor if he could ride 
on his train, and was told by him that he could, but to wait until 
he got through his work, and he would pull the caboose up to the 
station,” was erroneous where there. was evidence from which the 
jury might find that the plaintiff admitted only that while the con- 
ductor did tell him to wait a few minutes and he would pull the 
caboose up to the station, he regarded it merely as.a favor. offered to 
him by an obliging conductor and not as a denial to him of the right 
to enter the car, or even as a warning to him not to do so. Miller ». 
R. R., 115. | 547 
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14. 


15. 


16. 


aie 


18. 


19, 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


Where the evidence shows a gangway built by a competent builder, upon 
a proper plan, of good material, capable of sustaining a number of 
people and heavy weights, in good condition, and safe for the pur- 
poses for which it was intended, as tested by actual use, up to a few 
minutes before the plank fell with the plaintiff, the doctrine of 
res ipsa loquitur does not apply, and the plaintiff is not entitled to 
recover for injuries sustained. Shaw v. Manufacturing Co., 181. 


In an action for injuries caused by the falling of a bed-plate of a cloth 
press, weighing several thousand pounds, it was a question for the 
jury to determine whether the plaintiff placed himself in a place. of 
obvious danger, such as no prudent person would occupy, in standing 
immediately behind and looking over the bed-plate as it stood on its 
edge, and directing a battering-ram which was being propelled against 
it from the opposite side. Jbid. 


Upon the question whether plaintiff, at the time he signed a release, pos- 
sessed sufficient mental capacity to understand its effect upon his 
legal rights, the evidence of a witness that, in her opinion, plaintiff 
did not' at the time have “sufficient mental capacity to enable him 
to have reasonable ‘judgment’ as to the effect of it and what it pur- 
ported to be,” is not so obscure as to constitute reversible error. 
Beard v. R. R., 136. 


The testimony of the attending physician, who knew the conditions with 
which he was dealing, that, in his opinion, the fall described by 
plaintiff would produce the mental condition in which he fond 
him; also that a blow on the “outer skull” leaving no sign might be 
sufficient to break the “inner skull,” giving his reasons and describing 
_ the effect upon the mind of a person sustaining such an injury, was 
" competent. Ibid. 

When insanity is once shown to exist, there is a presumption that it con- 
tinues, open to testimony showing a restoration of mental soundness. : 
Toid. 


The receipt of a letter purporting to be signed by a person is no evidence 
it was written by such person. Jbid. 


Where plaintiff admitted receiving certain letters from defendant, which 
were not produced, and that the copies shown him were correct, 
defendant was entitled to ask him, on cross-examination, regarding 
their contents. Jbid. 


Where a person to whom a letter was addressed admitted its receipt, 
and that the copy shown him was a correct transcript of the original, 
which was not produced, the copy was admissible against him. Jbdid. 


There is no presumption of mental anguish growing out of the relation 
of stepmother and son, but it is a fact that the plaintiff may prove, 
if she can, to the satisfaction of the jury. Harrison v. Telegraph 
Co., 147. 


In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram 
notifying the plaintiff of the death of her stepson and of the hour 
of the funeral, where plaintiff testified she raised deceased from a 
small boy, and he had been with her until just before his death; 
that she had no children. of her own; that he treated her -with affec. 
tion and called her mother, and she regarded him as her own son 
and loved him dearly and would have attended his funeral‘if she 
had received the telegram in time; that she came on the first train 
after it was delivered, but that when she arrived he had been buried; 
that it made her very nervous and affected her so much she would 
never get over it: Held, that this evidence tends to prove something 
more than mere disappointment, and whether the plaintiff has really 
suffered mental anguish for which she was entitled to EOCOVeT), was 
for the jury. ee ae 
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24. 


25. 


26. 


27, 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


32. 


33. 


In an action by a land-owner to recover damages for land appropriated 
for the purposes of a water works company, evidence as to the char- 
acter of the Jand and the value of the crops raised prior to the appro- 
priation was competent to aid the jury in determining the market 
value of the land. Creighton v. Water Commissioners, 171. 


In an action by a land-owner to recover damages for land appropriated 
for the purposes of a water-works company, the Court erred in ex- 
cluding a deed, offered by defendant in mitigation or reduction of 
damages, executed by plaintiff to a company to whose rights defend- 
ant succeeded, which imposed an easement upon a portion of the. 
land in controversy of like kind, but less in degree. Jbid. 


Matters in mitigation of damages may be shown under an answer con- 
taining a general denial only, and need not be specially pleaded. Jbid. 


In an action against a Register of Deeds to recover the penalty under 
Revisal, sec. 2090, for issuing a marriage license contrary to its pro- 
visions, where the uncontradicted evidence showed that the Register 
took the word of the prospective bridegroom and his friend, neither 
of whom he knew, as to the age of the young lady, and made no 
further inguiry of any one, the Court should have given the plaintiff's 
prayer for instruction that as a matter of law defendant failed to 
make reasonable inquiry as to the age of plaintiff’s daughter. Mor- 
rison v. Teague, 186. 

Where notice is served that depositions will be taken at the same time 
in two different places, so that the party who is notified cannot be 
present at both, he may attend, at either place designated and dis- 
regard the notice as to the other, and the deposition taken in his 
absence at the other place will, on motion, be quashed or suppressed, 
but wheres he elects to appear by counsel and cross-examines the 
witness without making any objection at the time, this is a waiver as 
to any defect in the notice. Ivey v. Cotton Mills, 189. 


Exceptions to a deposition, especially those which relate to its regn- 
larity, should be disposed of, at the latest, before the trial ig entered 
upon. Ibid. 

The Court properly excluded a paper writing which plaintiff “alleged 
was a substantial copy of the greater part of his letter to the de- 
fendant,’” when the defendant was not notified to produce the orig- 
inal. Jbid. , | | 

In an action for damages for breach of a covenant of warranty, an affi- 
davit, upon which an order of publication was based, which alleged 
that the cause of action arose upon a breach of warranty contained 
in a deed from defendant to plaintiff, registered in M. County, by 
which said breach the defendant is indebted to the plaintiff in the 
sum of $13,500, sufficiently sets out the cause of action, it not ap- 
pearing that there was ever any other deed between the same par- 
ties. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. 

Where a witness had testified that the stock of a certain corporation 
was not worth more than fifty cents on the dollar, the entries in the 
stock book as to the value of the stock, which witness did not make, 
were not competent to contradict him. Ibid. 


Where, in order to ascertain the damages plaintiff sustained by breach 
of a covenant of warranty in a deed, it became necessary to show 
the value of certain corporate stock transferred with the deed, the 
Court erred in charging the jury that in valuing the stock they could 
consider “the testimony as to the payment of dividends and as to 
whether the plant had been a success or not,” as the value should 
have been determined as of the time the covenant was made, and 
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according to the fact then existing, and not. by what afterwards 
occurred. Jbid. 


34, On an issue of devisavit vel non, it was not competent to prove by a 


35. 


36. 
37. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41, 


42. 


43. 


4d, 


45. 


witness whose husband was one of the caveators and heirs at law 
' of the testator declarations of said testator offered for the purpose 
of showing undue influence, as such witness had an interest in the 
real estate, dependent upon the result of the action which disquali- 
fied her under Revisal, sec. 1631 (Code, 590). Linebarger v. Line- 
barger, 229. . 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator regarding 
the execution of his will indicating the state of his mind, etc., made 
contemporaneous with or so near thereto as to fall within the prin- 
ciple of res geste, are competent. Ibid. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator regarding 
the execution of the will tending to show undue influence, made prior 
. to the execution of the will, are competent. Jbid. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, the declarations of a legatee regard- 
ing his own conduct, for his own benefit; cannot be used against other 
legatees, as they have not a joint interest. Jbid. 


In a proceeding for the probate of a will, where there is sufficient evi- 
dence as to undue influence by only one of the devisees, a special issue 
may be submitted directed to the validity of the interest of such 
devisee. Jbid. 


Where a special issue is submitted directed to the undue influence ex- 
erted over the testator by one of the devisees, the declarations of the 
testator made prior to the execution of the will, coupled with those 
made by such devisee, are competent to bé considered by the jury 
upon the issue thus presented. Ibid. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator made 
prior to the execution of the will, are not sufficient to be submitted 
to the jury to show undue influence, in the absence of evidence show- 
ing any acts of undue influence or any admissions thereof. Ibid. 


In passing upon the question as to whether the will was procured by un- 
due influence, the age of the testator, his mental and physical condi- 
tion, and other relevant facts may be considered by the jury. Ibid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, evidence of a member of the 
jury in the criminal trial that the jury were “out a considerable 
time” and at first stood “seven for acquittal and five for conviction” | 
was irrelevant, and should have been excluded, but this Court cannot 
see that its admission was prejudicial or reversible error in this 
case. Gaither v. Carpenter, 240. - 


In an action to recover damages for mental anguish on account of the 
delay in the delivery of a telegram, an instruction on the issue of 
damages that the jury had “a right to take into consideration their 
own feelings’ was erroneous, as a jury has no right to do more than 
give the plaintiff recompense for the anguish he suffered from the 
negligence of the defendant—the amount to be determined, not by 
their own feelings, but Pe the evidence. SS v. Telegraph 
Co., 244. 


It was competent for the plaintiff to testify that he was greatly grieved 
and it almost killed him because he could not be at his. father’s - 
deathbed and funeral. Jbid. 


The fact that mental anguish is presumed where close relationship ex- 
ists, does not exclude the more direct proof by the plaintiff’s own 
testimony. Ibid. 
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46. In an action to recover the value of services rendered, where it was ad- 


47. 


48. 


49. 


50. 


51. 


52. 


53. 


54, 


mitted that plaintiff was defendant’s agent in caring for his property, 
and there being proof of services performed and knowingly received, 
and of their value, the law implies a promise by defendant to pay a 
fair and reasonable compensation therefor, and it was not necessary 
for plaintiff to allege or prove a special contract for the payment 
of his services. Morrison v. Mining Co., 250. 


When a thing which causes injury is shown to be under the management 
of the defendant, and the accident is such as in the ordinary course of 
things does not happen, if those who have the management use the 
proper care, it affords reasonable evidence, in the absence of explana- 
tion by the defendant, that the accident arose from a want of care. 
Bird v. Leather Co., 288. 


The mere announcement of the name of a station is not an invitation 
to alight; but, when followed by a full stoppage of the train soon 

- thereafter, is ordinarily notification that it has arrived at the usual 
place of landing passengers. Shaw v. R. R., 312. 


Where in an action of ejectment it appears that the testator died in — 
1857, and there was an attempted probate of his will at that time 
which was invalid because it did not comply with the law as it then 
existed, the will, upon a second probate in 1906 in compliance with 
the requirements of Revisal, sec. 3127, clause 3, having been duly 
recorded, was properly admitted as evidence. Steadman v, Stead- 
man, 345. 


In an action of ejectment, a party who claims under a deed from a 
devisee in a will cannot question the validity of the probate of the 
will. Jbid. 


In an action of ejiectment, the declarations of defendant’s grantor while 
in possession of the property to the effect that she held under the 
will of her father, are competent as characterizing and accompanying 
the possession of the declarant. Jbid. 


Where the parties waived a jury trial and agreed that the Judge should 
find the facts and enter judgment thereon, and the Judge found the 
facts and entered judgment in favor of the defendant, and upon ap- 
peal this Court was of opinion that upon the facts found judgment 
should have been entered in favor of the plaintiff, and. entered its 
order “Reversed”: Held, that upon presentation of the certificate 
of opinion, the Court below properly entered judgment for the plain- 
tiff, and the defendant’s motion for a trial de novo onthe ground 
that some of the findings of fact had been made without any evi- 
dence to support them, came too late, he having acquiesced in the 
findings without exception. Matthews v, Fry, 384. 


The finding of fact by the Judge, when authorized by law or consent of 
parties, are as conclusive as when found by a jury, if there is any 
evidence. Jbid. 

In an action for damages for mental anguish on account of defendant’s 

' failure to promptly deliver the following telegram: ‘Mother very 
sick: come at once,” signed by plaintiff's son, where the evidence 
shows that plaintiffi’s son, twenty-six years old, filed the telegram 
with the defendant’s operator, who asked for the number and street of 
the sendee; that the son told the operator that he did not know the 
address, but that his father knew it; that he went back to his father 
and got the address; that the operator knew the son and his father; 
that the son told the operator that the sendee was his brother-in-law; 
that the plaintiff sent his son to send the telegram and gave him 
the money to pay for it, but the son failed to so inform the operator: 
Held, there was no evidence which charged the defendant with 
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58. 


59. 
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knowledge that the son filed the telegram as agent of and for the 
benefit of his father. Helms v. Telegraph Co., 386. 


In an action for an injury from an alleged negligent blasting, where 
plaintiff's evidence tends to prove that defendant was blasting rock 
with dynamite on the outskirts of the city about 100 yards from a 
street and 175 yards from plaintiff’s residence, and in close proximity 
to other houses, and that a rock weighing 20 pounds, from one of the 
blasts, crashed through plaintiff’s residence; that defendant’s fore- 
man was not an expert blaster, and was absent a part of the time;. 
that his assistants had but little experience; that the blast was fired 
off without being properly smothered; that smothering is a safe 
method usually empoyed in such operations, and had it been properly 
done on this occasion the injury could not have well resulted: Held, 
that this evidence of negligence was amply sufficient to have been sub- 
mitted to the jury. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, it must be shown that an action 
or proceeding has been instituted without probable cause, from 
malice, and that damage has been sustained, and that the proceeding 
has terminated. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


In an action for malicious abuse of process, there must be shown (1) 
an ulterior purpose, and (2) some act done in the use of the process 
not proper in regular prosecution of the case; but it is not necessary 
to show a want of probable cause, nor that the proceeding has termi- 
nated. Ibid. 

Where the complaint endeavors to set up two causes of action—one for 
malicious prosecution and the other for malicious abuse of process— 
but the evidence shows that the plaintiff's entire grievance arises 
from a criminal prosecution for embezzlement, in which he was 
arrested and bound over to Court, and there is no evidence that the 
defendant did or attempted to do any act in the criminal proceeding 
which was contrary to the orderly and regular prosecution of the 
case, an issue addressed to the cause of action for malicious abuse 
of process should not be submitted. Jbid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution in causing the arrest of plaintiff 
on a charge of embezzling goods which defendant claimed had been 
consigned and plaintiff claimed had been sold outright, the statement 
made by defendant’s salesman who effected the sale and just after 
the sale, to defendant’s manager, who swore out the warrant, as to 
the Mature of the trade under which the goods were passed to plain- 
tiff, were competent both as corroborative of the salesman and sub- 
stantive testimony on the question whether the defendant’s manager, 
in taking out the prosecution, had probable cause for so cOMle and 
whether he acted in good faith. Jbid, 


The principle that knowledge of the agent will be imputed to the princi- 
pal does not apply where the question is as to the responsibility for 
instituting a criminal prosecution, dependent in part on what the 
principal understood the trade to be which the agent had made, from 
information reasonably relied on by him, nor does the principle 
of imputed knowledge apply when it would be against the interest 
of the agent to make the disclosure. Ibid. 

In an action for malicious prosecution, where the wrong charged against 
the defendant was in taking out a warrant and causing plaintiff's 
arrest, the declarations of the defendant made to the justice of the 
peace at the time the warrant was procured are admissible as sub- 
stantive testimony as part of the res geste. Ibid. 

In an action for malicious prosecution, where a committing magistrate 
has bound over a party, or a grand jury has returned a true bill 
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65. 
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68. 


69. 


70. 
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against him, such action prima facie makes out a case of probable 
cause, and the jury should be directed to consider the evidence as 
affected by this principle. Jbid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, an instruction that i the jury 

' finds that the defendant sold the goods straight-out to the plaintiff, 
and that the defendant had him arrested for the purpose of collect- 
ing the debt, they would answer the issue of malice in favor of the 
plaintiff, because that would be a wrongful act done intentionally 
and without just cause and excuse, was erroneous, as it was for the 
jury to determine and not for the Court whether such an act was 
committed when the defendant caused the plaintiff’s arrest under 
the evidence in this case. Ibid: 


In an action for malicious prosecution, punitive or exemplary damages 
may be avoided by the jury, but the right to such damages does not 
attach, as a conclusion of law, because the jury have found the issue 
of malice against the defendant, but the jury must find the wrongful 
act was done from actual malice in the sense of personal ill-will, or 
under such circumstances of insult, rudeness or oppression, or in a 
manner which showed a reckless and wanton disregard of the plain- 
tiffs rights. Jbid. 


In an action for malicious‘prosecution, the term “malice,” in reference 
to the question of damages, means malice in the sense of personal 
ill-will, while in respect to the issue fixing responsibility it need not 
necessarily be personal ill-will, but may be said to exist where there 
has been a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally done plaintiff 
without just cause of excuse, and it may be inferred from the ab- 
sence of probable cause. Ibid. 


Where the jury found that the plaintiff was injured by the negligence of 
the defendant in failing to have its cars equipped with automatic 
couplers, the only defense open to the defendant, in the absence of any 
evidence of recklessness, was whether plaintiff was injured in the 
course of his service and employment, and the Court properly sub- 
mitted a separate issue as to this matter. Harrison v. Leather 
-Co., 512. 


The exceptions to the charge of the Court on the issues directed to the 
question whether the defendant R. was a purchaser for value and 
without notice of D.’s fraudulent purpose in making certain transfers, 
are without merit, there being no evidence that R. had notice of 
facts sufficient to put on inquiry. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520. 


Evidence that defendant made a peculiar footprint which was identified 
in soft ground in the morning following the burning of a house, being 
plain and distinct and leading off from the place, and that defend- 
ant’s shoes fitted the tracks, and that he denied burning the house 
before he was accused, was sufficient to go to the jury. S. v. Hunter, 
607. 


Evidence that a bloodhound, well trained to track hanae beings and 
nothing else, and often used for the purpose, was put upon the tracks 
of the defendant and followed them until the defendant was “treed, ss 
is sufficient to go to the jury as corroborative. Jbid. 


The intention of the defendant to conceal a weapon on his person is im- 
material, if from hig own testimony it appears that he necessarily 
knew that he was carrying it concealed. S. v. Simmons, 618. 


The findings of a special verdict on an indictment for selling liquor 
without a license must be sufficient for the Court, as a matter of law, 
to determine the innocence or guilt of the defendant; when the ver- 
dict leaves open the inference of innocence or guilt as one of fact, 
it is defective, and a new trial will be ordered. S. v. Hanner, 682. 
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72. Under an indictment as accessory before the fact it is competent for coun- 
sel to ask the witness, “What seemed to be and what was the relation 
between the principal and the defendant?” such being a matter of 
common observation, and not calling for expert testimony. Ss. v. 
Turner, 641. 


73. It is not necessary to prove motive for the commission of crime, though 
when circumstantial evidence is relied on to prove the commission — 
of the offense it is competent for the State to show motive. Ibid. 


74. In a trial under an indictment, the omission of the trial Judge to charge 
upon any particular phase of the evidence is not reviewable in the 
absence of a prayer for special instruction thereto, and such is true 
when he fails to charge upon the yiew of there being no evidence of 
motive to commit the crime alleged. Ibid. 


75. In criminal cases the Supreme Court has no power under the Constitu- 
tion nor at common law to entertain a motion for a new trial on the 
ground of newly discovered evidence. Ibid. 


76. Evidence is sufficient for a conviction of murder in the first degree under 
the statute as willful, deliberate and premeditated, which tends to 
show: that defendant had threatened to kill deceased in upholding 
his son in not paying him some money; thereafter they disputed 
about the amount owed, and defendant threatened the deceased with 
a pistol; deceased was with his son and the defendant followed the 
son, struck at him; deceased caught him around the neck and the 
defendant fired upon him several times, then defendant cursed and 
said he would kill him, and fired again; deceased offered no resist- 
ance, and had a gun under his left arm; deceased was fired upon 
twice, and between the first and second firing walked away from 
defendant some twenty steps, and was followed and again fired upon. 
S, uv. Banks, 652. 


77. Revisal, sec. 3631, does not give a new definition of murder, but classifies 
its different kinds as they existed at.common law, therefore included 
in one and the same degree; to constitute malice required by the 
statute to make out a case of murder in the first degree, it is unnec- 
essary to show personal ill-will or grudge between the parties, and 
it is sufficiently shown when there has been a wrongful and inten- 
tional killing of another without lawful excuse or mitigating cir- 
cumstances. IJbid. 


78. No particular time is necessary to constitute premeditation and delibera- 
tion for the conviction of murder in the first degree under the statute, 
and if the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the interval: 
which elapses before its execution is immaterial. Ibid. 


79. It is not error in the Court below upon a trial under an indictment for 
~ murder to refuse to instruct, “If the jury find that the deceased was 
slain by one of the prisoners, and are not satisfied beyond a reason- 
able doubt as to which one, the issue should be answered, ‘Not 
guilty,’ when there is evidence that one of them may have been 
present aiding and abetting the other and that the killing may have 

° been done in furtherance of a conspiracy between them. 8. v. 
Kendall, 659. 


80. Upon the trial under an indictment for murder evidence is sufficient to 
go to the jury on the question of conspiracy, which tends to show 
the association between the parties, the full knowledge of the de- 
fendants of the habits and belongings of ‘the deceased, as having 
ready money; a conversation of one of the defendants in the presence 
of the other, with a third person, that he would give such person 
five dollars to get the deceased out in the woods, which was acted 


554 


INDEX. 





EVIDENCE—Continued. 


upon, the other defendant saying the deceased “said something he 
was going to make him take back”; that defendants soon followed 
deceased and witness into the woods, and coming upon them from 
a different direction, one of the defendants asked the deceased ‘what 
he was doing there,” and upon reply, “what was that to him,” called 
deceased a vile name; one ‘ot the defendants had a pistol; the witness 
turned her back and ran off and soon heard a pistol-shot; afterwards 
the deceased was found dead from the effects of a bullet-hole which 
alone would have caused death and with his pockets turned wrong- 
side out. Jbid. 


$1. When upon the trial under an indictment for Gace there is an absence 
of any evidence tending to establish the crime of manslaughter, and 
the defendant has been convicted of murder, a mistake in the charge 
of the Court as to manslaughter is harmless error, and the verdict 
of the jury will not be disturbed on that account. Ibid. | 


82. Payment of the appraisement into Court is a condition precedent to a 
right of entry for construction purposes by a railroad; upon the 
trial under an indictment, Revisal, sec. 3688, for trespass on lands 
after being forbidden, it is no defense to show that defendant acted 
under the instructions of his superior officer of a railroad company 
in entering upon the lands to construct a railroad pending an appeal 
by the railroad company, Revisal, sec. 2587, when the company has 
not paid into Court the sum appraised by the commissioners. Evi- 
dence that such superior officer therein acted by the advice of coun- 
sel learned in the law is incompetent. 8S. v. Mallard, 666. 


83. Revisal, sec. 3361, is constitutional under the State and Federal consti- 
tutions. When aman having a lawful wife admits a second marriage 
in another State, the bigamous marriage is exploited by his living 
openly and avowedly in this State with his wife by the second mar- 
riage, and the offense may be dealt with, tried, determined and pun- 
ished in the county where the offender may be apprehended or be - 
in custody. S. v. Long, 670. 


84, When it appears under an indictment for bigamy, Revisal, sec. 3361, that 
the offense was committed outside of this State, jurisdiction of the 
courts of this State is ousted; but the presumption is in favor of 
jurisdiction, and the burden of proof is on the defendant: he must 
prove that the offense had not in fact been committed in the county 
where the bill was found, and a motion to quash or in arrest will 
not be granted. Revisal, sec. 3255. Ibid. 


85. While Revisal, secs. 4468, 4470, and 3642, are of a penal nature and 
strictly construed, they will receive a reasonable interpretation to 
- discover their intent; the burden of proof is upon the defendant to 
show he came under the provision of Revisal, sec. 4470, and in the 
absence of evidence that he practiced .in the State before the specified 
time, or had filed the required statement, having admitted that he 
had not passed the requisite examination or received the certificate, 
a motion to quash the indictment is properly refused. 8S. v. Hicks, 

689. 


86. The defendant, under an indictment for practicing dentistry without 
complying with the statute, is not excused because the designated 
officers had not furnished, as required of them, blanks upon which 
to make the statement under Revisal, sec. 4470, if he has not sub- 
stantially complied with the provisions of the statute in making his 
statement without having the blanks. Ibid. 
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EXCEPTIONS AND OBJECTIONS. See “Evidence.” 


1. An appellant is not bound to except to an instruction when there is no 
evidence to warrant it, and he has already moved to dismiss the 
action. Barrett v. Brewer, 88. 


2. Where a challenge for cause by the defendant was erroneously allowed, 
an exception thereto cannot avail the plaintiff, as he did not exhaust 
his peremptory challenges. Hodgin v. R. R., 93. 


3. Exceptions to a deposition, especially those which relate to its regularity, 
should be disposed of, at the latest, before the trial is entered upon. 
Ivey v. Cotton Mills, 189. 


4, Where the parties waived a jury trial and agreed that the Judge should 
find the facts and enter judgment thereon, and the Judge found the 
facts and entered judgment. in favor of the defendant, and upon 
appeal this Court was of opinion that upon the facts found judgment 
should have been entered in favor of the plaintiff, and entered its 
order “Reversed”: Held, that upon presentation of the certificate 
of opinion, the Court below properly entered judgment for the plain- 
tiff, and the defendant’s motion for a trial de novo on the ground 
that some of the findings of fact had been made without any evidence 
to support them, came too late, he having acquiesced in the findings 
without exception. Matthews v. Fry, 384. 


5. Where the issues submitted presented every phase of the case, and are 
such as arise upon the pleadings, and are a sufficient basis for the 
judgment rendered, and the defendant was given the opportunity to 
present every defense he had, his exception to the issus submitted 
is without merit. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


EXECUTION. 

Where the plaintiff alleged that the defendant collected the proceeds of 
the sale of certain options, in which they were equal partners, and 
that his share of the net profits amounted to $4,400, and he further 
alleged that the defendant had been guilty of fraudulent conduct, 
and the plaintiff took judgment for the amount due as his share of 
the profits upon an issue which found that the defendant was “in- 
debted” to him in that amount “by reason of the matters alleged 
in the complaint,” an execution against the person should not have 
been issued upon the judgment, in the absence of any special finding 
of fraud by the jury. Ledford v. Emerson, 527. 


FACTS, BY AGREEMENT FOUND BY JUDGE. See “Evidence.” 
FEES. See “Solicitors’ Fees.” ) 


FELLOW-SERVANT ACT. See “Master and Servant.” 

1. The Fellow-servant Act applies to a corporation chiefly engaged in manu- 
facturing, which, in connection with and in aid of its primary pur- 
pose, owns and operates a railroad having its own engines, Cars, 
crews, ete. Bird v. Leather Co., 283. 


2. The jury, under the charge, having found the issue of negligence against 
defendant, under the principle established in the Greenlee and Trozler 
cases, both the defenses of assumption of risk, which ordinarily 
includes the negligence of a fellow-employee, and that of contributory 
negligence, are closed to defendant, unless, perhaps, the negligent 
conduct of the injured employee should amount to recklessness. 
Hairston v. Leather Co., 512. 

3. The Fellow-servant Act, Revisal, sec. 2646, spniias to the railroad of 
defendant company and shuts off the defense of injury by negligence 
of a fellow-servant and bars all defenses by reason of assumption 
of risk unless the “apparent danger was so great that its assumption 
amounted to reckless indifference to probable consequences.” Ibid. 
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FRAUDS. . 

1. When @ man’s property has been obtained from him by actionable fraud 
or covin, the owner can follow and recover it from the wrong-doer 
as long as he can identify or trace it; and the right attaches, not 
only to the wrong-doer himself, but to any one to whom the property 
has been transferred otherwise than in good faith and for valuable 
consideration; and this applies not only to specific property, but to 
money and choses in action. Manufacturing Co. v. Summers, 102. 


2. In an action for damages for personal injuries, where defendant alleged 
that for a stipulated amount which had been paid, plaintiff executed 
a full release, and plaintiff in reply admitted the receipt of the 
money, but denied that the alleged release contained the terms of 
the settlement, averring that the provision that he was to have a 
life-time job was omitted by fraud in the factum of defendant’s agent, 
and there was evidence of the alleged negligence and fraud, the 
Court erred in nonsuiting plaintiff. Hayes v. R. R., 125. 


8. If one be illiterate, unable to read, and the paper-writing be read to him 
falsely, that is, otherwise than it is written, and he sign it, such 
paper-writing shall not be his act or deed. Ibid. 


4. In an action for damages for personal injuries, where the defendant set 
up a release as an accord and satisfaction, the plaintiff is not required 
to return the money received before setting up the plea that the 
release was procured by fraud in the factum; but if he recovers 
damages the amount paid him will be deducted. Jbid. 


5. A contract, by which the defendant agreed to withdraw all claim to 
standing trees and to abandon all interest he acquired under an ex- 
tension by parol of a written contract with plaintiff’s grantor to cut 
timber, and the plaintiff, in consideration thereof, agreed to waive or 
release all claim for damages for the trespass alleged to have been 
committed by the defendant, is enforcible and is not within the 
statute of frauds. York v. Westall, 276. 


6. Where the confession of judgment sets out that the amount of $823. 15 
is due plaintiff by defendant for part of “bills of goods bought from 
plaintiff by defendant and received by him between 1 January, 1896, 
and October, 1896,” and said amount is “part of bills of groceries 
bought in the time named,” this is sufficient, in the absence of any 
attack by a creditor, where the debtor himself, after an acquiescence 
of six years, is urging a defect in his own confession of judgment, 
with no suggestion of any fraud or imposition in securing the con- 
fession nor any denial of the debt, and should the judgment be held 
invalid the debt would be barred. Martin v. Biscoe, 353. 


7. Where at the time a lot was conveyed to the defendant, as an induce- 
ment thereto and in part consideration for the sale and delivery of 
the deed, the defendant then agreed with plaintiff that if he did 
not build on the lot, but resold it, plaintiff was to have the profits 
realized on such resale: Held, that such agreement could be shown 
by oral evidence and did not come within the statute of frauds and 
was not without consideration. Bourne v. Sherrill, 381. 


8. Where the plaintiff alleged that the defendant collected the proceeds of 
the sale of certain options, in which they were equal partners, and 
that his share of the net profits amounted to $4,400, and he further 
alleged that the defendant had been guilty of fraudulent conduct, and 
the plaintiff took judgment for the amount due as his share of the 
profits upon an issue which found that the defendant was “indebted” 
to him in that amount “by reason by the matters alleged in the com- 
plaint,” an execution against the person should not have been issued 
upon the judgment, in the absence of any special finding of fraud 
by the jury. Ledford v. Emerson, 527. 
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HABEAS CORPUS. 


Where the defendant was not originally liable to arrest and had been. 
_ discharged upon habeas corpus, he cannot be held upon a surrender 
by his sureties. Ledford v. Emerson, 5 527. 


HARMLESS ERROR. See “Appeal and Error.” 


1. In an action on a written contract, where the defendant set up as a de- 
fense certain verbal stipulations, and the jury by their verdict have 
accepted the existence of the verbal stipulations, the fact that the 
Court annexed to it a qualification not required by the law to make it 
a valid defense is not error of which plaintiff can complain. Type- 
writer Co. v. Hardware Co., 97, . 


2. An instruction that “although the plaintiff’s lantern was blown out he 
had the right to proceed on’to his train if he thought he could safely 
make the journey by exercising ordinary care on his part,” is erron- 
eous, standing alone, as the standard of duty is not what the plain- 
tiff thought he could safely do, but what a reasonably prudent man 
under the same circumstances would do; but this instruction was 
so modified by other parts of the charge as not to constitute reversi- 
ble error. Beard v. R. R., 136. 


- 8, Where it was erroneous for counsel for the propounder of a will, in his 
argument, to show the alleged revocatory words on the margin of the 
will to the jury and point out differences in the formation of letters, 
etc., between the signature on the margin and the signature to the 
will, it does not constitute reversible error where the contestant 
failed to call the Court’s attention to it and took no exception at the 
time. In re Shelton’s Will, 218. 


4. Where the Court erroneously put upon the propounder of a will the 
burden of proving that an alleged revocation of a will was not gen- 
uine, the contestant, at whose request it was done, cannot complain. 
Tbid, 


5. In an action for Hvalicious prosecution, evidence of a member of the jury 
in the criminal trial that the jury were ‘“‘out.a considerable time” and 
at first stood “seven for acquittal and five for conviction” was ir- 
relevant, and should have been excluded, but this Court cannot see 
that its admission was prejudicial or reversible error in this case. 
Gaither v. Carpenter, 240. 


6. Where the charge of the Court was taken to the jury-room on retirement, 
but by oversight the special prayers asked by appellant and given 
were not also handed to the jury, this does not constitute error, where 
his counsel were present in the court room and did not then, or at 
any time before verdict call the matter to the attention of the Court. 
Ibid. 


7. Juries should not only find the facts, but they should draw their own 
conclusions therefrom uninfluenced by the acts or language of the 
Court; and the language of a charge, “if you believe the evidence, 
the defendant is guilty, and you will return a verdict of guilty,” i 
improper, though, standing alone, not reversible error. 8S. v. Sim- 
mons, 618. . 

8, When upon the trial under an indictment for murder there is an absence 
of any evidence tending to establish the crime of manslaughter, and 
the defendant has been convicted of murder, a mistake in the charge 
of the Court as to manslaughter is harmless error, and the verdict 
of the jury will not be disturbed on that account. S. v. Kendall, 659. 


HIGHWAYS. See “Basements”; “Eminent Domain.” 


When the public road is made after the land-owner has cut his ditches 
for draining, he is not required to keep the bridges in repair that 
are subsequently placed over them. S. v. Davis, 611.° 
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HOUSE OF CORRECTION. See “Bastardy.” 


HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


Where the injury to the wife is of such a character that the husband is 
deprived of the society or services of his wife, he may recover there- 
for, and may sue in his own name; and if the injuries are permanent 
he can recover such sum as will be a fair compensation for the future 
diminished capacity 1m labor on the part of the wife. Kimberly v. 
Howland, 398. 


IMPLIED WARRANTY. See “Warranty.” 


IMPRISONMENT FOR DEBT. | : . . 


1. Where the plaintiff alleged that the Aeranaant collected the proceeds of 
the sale of certain options, in which they were equal partners, and 
that his share of the net profits amounted to $4,400, and he further 
alleged that the defendant had been guilty of fraudulent conduct, 
and the plaintiff took judgment for the amount due as his share of the 
profits upon an issue which found that the defendant was “indebted” 
to him in that amount “by reason of the matters alleged in the com- 
plaint,” an execution against the person should not have been issued 
upon the judgment, in the absence of any special finding of fraud 
by the jury. Ledford v. Emerson, 527. 


2. Under Article I, sec. 16, of the Constitution, which provides that “there 
shall be no imprisonment for debt in this State, except in cases of 
fraud,” there can be no imprisonment to enforce the payment of a 
debt under final process, unless it has been found upon an allegation 
duly made in the complaint and a corresponding issue submitted to 
a jury that there has been fraud, and a judgment has been entered 
in conformity therewith. Jbid. 


3. Where the defendant was not originally liable to arrest and had been 
discharged upon habeas corpus, he cannot be held upon a surrender 
by his sureties. Jbid. 


IN CUSTODIA LEGIS. 


Where the Court has the custody of property, it will be retained to await 
the result of the action and satisfy any judgment that may be re- 
covered, it being immaterial how the property was brought under the 
control of the Court, whether by attachment or some other equivalent 

and lawful act. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. 


INDICTMENT. 


1. When the public road is made after the land-owner has cut his ditches 
for draining, he is not required to keep the bridges in repair that are 
subsequently placed over them. S. v. Davis, 611. 


2. Revisal, sec. 3361, does not by its language make it necessary for the 
indictment to state the dates of the marriages in a charge of the 
felonious offense of bigamy, and section 3255 thereof provides that no 
judgment upon any indictment for a felony or misdemeanor shall 
be stayed or reversed for omitting to state the time at which the 
offense was committed, where time is not of the essence of the offense. 
S. v. Long, 870. 


3. Under an indictment for bigamy, Revisal, sec. 3361, it is unnecessary to 
state where the second marriage took place. Ibid. 


4, A certificate on the back of the bill of indictment not appearing to have 
been signed by the foreman of the grand jury is not ground for a 
motion to quash or in arrest of judgment, under Revisal, sec. 3254, 
unless it is shown that in fact the “witnesses marked X” had not 
been “sworn and examined.” Ibid. 
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INJUNCTIONS. 
' 1. Where the verdict of the jury establishes the right of the plaintiff to a 


An 


fund in bank as against one of the defendants, who is insolvent and 
has attempted to misappropriate it, the payment of a cashier’s check 
covering said fund, which he has endorsed to the other defendant, 
who is a non-resident, will be restrained until the rights of the par- 
ties are finally determined. Manufacturing Co. v. Summers, 102. 


injunction will be denied in advance of the creation of an alleged 
nuisance when the act complained of may or may not become a 
nuisanee according to circumstances, or when the injury ae 
is doubtful, contingent or eventual merely. Hickory v. KR. R., 401. 


_ A decree of the Superior Court enjoining defendant from ti its: 


freight depot upon a finding by a jury that such enlargement will 
constitute a public nuisance, will be modified so as to permit de- 
fendant to remedy and guard against any possible danger to persons 
crossing its tracks by erecting suitable gates across the street and 
by providing a gateman. Jbid. 


4. A citizen who alleges that he owns and operates a sawmill on the banks 


oO 


of a navigable river and procures logs to be sawed in his mill in 
rafts, coming down the river both above and below a proposed bridge, 
ete., and is, in that sense, an abutting owner, is entitled to maintain 
an action to enjoin the construction and maintenance of a railroad 
drawbridge across said river below his mill as an alleged public nui- 
sance, but a citizen who owns and runs sail-boats on said river has 
no right to sue. Pedrick v. R. R., 485. 


. Where a railroad had authority by charter to construct a drawbridge over 


a navigable river, and the evidence was conflicting as to whether the 
proposed bridge would constitute a nuisance by reason of its location 
below a certain town instead of above said town, and it appears that 
about one-fourth of the work had been done before any application 
was made for an injunction, a judgment of the lower Court denying a 
temporary injunction restraining the construction of the bridge will 
be affirmed. Jbid. 


IN RE APPLICANTS FOR LICENSE. See “License.” 
INSANE PERSONS. See “Deeds.” 


INSTRUCTIONS. | , 
1. In an action for injuries sustained from the breaking of a chain used in 


2. 


An 


lifting heavy weights, where the only theory of negligence presented 
by the plaintiffs evidence was that the defendant in not having 
the chain propérly annealed had allowed the metal to become crys- 
tallized, and there was evidence on the part of the defendant tending 
to prove that the broken link had not become crystallized, the Court 
erred in declining to give defendant’s special instruction that “if 
the jury find from the evidence that the link of the chain was not 
crystallized they should answer the first issue as to negligence ‘No.’ ” 
Isley v. Bridge Co., 51. 


appellant is not bound to except to an instruction when there is no 


evidence to warrant it, and he has already moved to dismiss the 


action. Barrett v. Brewer, 88. 


3. In an action on a written contract, where the defendant set up as a de- 


fense certain verbal stipulations, and the jury by their verdict have 
accepted the existence of the verbal stipulations, the fact that the 
Court annexed to it a qualification not required by the law to make 
it a valid defense is not error of which plaintiff can complain. Type- 
writer Co.. v. Hardware Co., 97. 
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INSTRUCTIONS—Continued. 
4. In an action for injuries to a passenger on a caboose car, an instruction 


that “plaintiff admits that he asked the conductor if he could ride 
on his train, and was told by him that he could, but to wait until-he 
got through his work, and he would pull the caboose up to the sta- 
tion,’ was erroneous where there was evidence from which the jury 
might find that the plaintiff admitted only that while the conductor 
did tell him to wait a few minutes and he would pull the caboose up 
to the station, he regarded it merely as a favor offered to him by an 
obliging conductor and not as a denial to him of the right to enter 
the car, or even as a warning to him not to do so. Miller v. R. R., 
115. 


5. It is not proper, after laying down a legal proposition, as applicable 


to a supposed state of facts, if found by the jury, to instruct 
them, as a deduction therefrom, that the plaintiff is or is not 
entitled to recover, but simply to direct them how to answer the 
issues by applying the law as stated by the Court to. the facts as _ 
they may find them to be. Jbid. 


6. In an action by a freight conductor for personal injuries, where the 


7 An 


8 An 


evidence shows that he was going with a lighted lantern from the 
freight office to take charge of his train; that the night was dark | 
and stormy and that the wind blew his lantern out and he did not 
return to light it, but continued along the platform, feeling his way 
with his feet, and fell down the steps which were cut into the plat- 
form about three feet, and which he knew were there; that there 
was no light on the platform nor railing around the steps: Held, 
that the Court did not err in refusing to hold as a matter of law that 
the plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence. - Beard v, fh. R. 
136. 


instruction that “although the plaintiff’s lantern was blown out, 
he had the right to proceed on to his train if he thought he could 
safely make the journey by exercising ordinary care on his part,” 
is erroneous, standing alone, as the standard of duty is not what 
the plaintiff thought he could safely do, but what a reasonably 
prudent man, under the same circumstances, would do; but this 
instruction was so modified by other parts of the charge as not to 
constitute reversible error. Ibid. 


instruction that Revisal, sec. 2628, does not apply if the plaintiff 
entered upon the platform in bona fide belief that the train was 
not moving, and if a reasonably prudent person under similar cir- 
cumstances would have so believed and acted, was erroneous. Shaw 
vo. R. R. 312. , 


9. In an action to recover upon a contract for services, the Court correctly 


charged that the burden was upon the defendant to show good 
legal excuse for discharging the plaintiff, and that if the plaintiff 
failed to perform his duty as superintendent,‘ the defendant had 
the right to discharge him, and that if the plaintiff had performed 
his part of the contract, and did not voluntarily withdraw from 
the service, they should find that he was wrongfully discharged. 
Ivey v. Cotton Mills, 189. 


10. An instruction that to constitute malicious prosecution there must 


be want of probable cause and malice was correct. Gaither v.. 
Carpenter, 240. 


11. If a party wished fuller instructions upon any phase of the evidence 


than those given, it was his duty to have presented them by 
prayers for special instructions, and in the absence of such prayers 
he cannot complain that any of his contentions were not presented 
to the jury. Ibid. 
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INSTRUCTIONS—Continued. 


12. In an action to recover damages for inentar eaeuisl on “peeeunk: of 
the delay in the delivery of a telegram, an instruction on the 
issue of damages that the jury had “a right to take into con- 
sideration their own feelings” was erroneous, as a jury has no 
right to do..more than give the plaintiff recompense for the anguish 
he suffered from the negligence of the defendant—the amount to 
be determined, not by their own feelings, but by the evidence, 
Shepard v. Telegraph Co., 244. 


18. In an action for damages for negligently setting fire to plaintif’s lumber 
by sparks from defendant’s engine, the Court properly charged 
that if the fire was set out by the engine, the burden was on the 
defendant to show that it was equipped with a proper spark- 
arrester—a matter peculiarly ‘within its knowledge. Lumber Co. 
v, R, R., 324. 


14, In a trial under indictment, the omission of the trial Judge to 
charge upon any particular phase of the evidence is not review- 
able in the absence of a prayer for special instruction thereto, 
and such is true when he fails to charge upon the view of there 
being no evidence of motive to commit the crime alleged. 8. v. 
Turner, 641. 


15. It is not error in the Court below upon a trial under an indictment 
for murder to refuse to instruct, “If the jury find that the deceased 
was slain by one of the prisoners, and are not satisfied beyond a 
reasonable doubt as to which one, the issue should be answered. 
‘Not guilty,’” when there is evidence that one of them may have 
been present aiding and abetting the other and that the killing may 
have been done in furtherance of a conspiracy between them. 
S. v. Kendall, 659. 


INSURANCE. See “Waiver;” “Contracts.” 


1. In an action to recover the amount of an insurance policy, where the 
plaintiff. introduced the policy insuring the life of the deceased 
for plaintiff’s benefit, proved the payment of premiums which kept 
the policy alive till June 18, 1905, and introduced a clause of the 
defendant’s answer admitting that deceased died on April 25, 1905, 
this testimony makes out a prima ‘facie case for plaintiff. Thaxton 
v, Insurance Co., 33. 


2. Where proofs of death of the insured have been formally made, and 

the insurance company retains them without suggesting any defect 

or failure to comply with the requirements of the policy, and finally 

refuses to pay the claim, it thereby waives any defect in the formal 

_. proofs of death and acknowledges that the requisite proofs were 
received by it. Ibid. 


' 3. A provision in an insurance policy that if the insured, within one 
year from the issue of the policy, die by his own act or hand, 
whether sane or insane, the company shall not be liable.for any 
greater sum than the premiums, etc., is valid and refers to suicide, 
and does not include a killing by accident. Jbid. 


4, On an issue addressed to the question whether the insured committed 
pee tg suicide, the presumption is against an act of suicide, and the burden 
is on the party who seeks to establish it. Jbid. 


5. Where the testimony disclosed that the insured was “found dead with 
a gunshot wound in his left side,” with the additional and only ex- 
planatory statement, “Everything pointed to an accident in handling 
the gun, which was supposed to be empty,” the Court was correct 
in charging the jury that if the testimony was neneveds vney should 
find that death was not suicidal. Jbid. i . 


562 


INDEX. 





INSURANCE—Continued. 

-6, Where a by-law of an assessment insurance company provided “that 
any member failing to pay his assessment within thirty days after. 
notice mailed to him shall be dropped from the association and shall 
be required to pay a new membership fee in order to renew his 
insurance,” and the insured, having failed to pay an assessment 
of which he had notice, was dropped, the company had the right to 
refuse to reinstate him after the lapse of three months after he had 
forfeited his policy and when his health had become hopelessly im- 
paired. Hay v. Association, 256. 


7. The fact that an assessment life insurance company, on some occasions, 
accepted payment by the insured of assessments after they should 
have been paid, did not constitute a waiver of the terms of the policy 
nor amount to an agreement that premiums need not be paid 
promptly, especially where there was unreasonable delay and the 
health of the insured had become hopelessly impaired. Ibid. 


8. In an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, the defendant 
having denied its liability to the plaintiff on the policy by alleging 
that there was a violation of the Iron-safe Clause, whereby the 
policy became null and void, it cannot now successfully plead the 
failure of the plaintiff to file proofs of loss and defeat his recovery, 
as the defense is inconsistent with that of non-compliance with the 
Iron-safe Clause. Parker v. Insurance Co., 389. 


9. In an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, where 
the Iron-safe Clause allows thirty days for making the inventory 
and the books are not required to be opened until the inventory is 
completed, the defendant cannot avail itself of any alleged violation 
of any provision in the Iron-safe Clause, where the fire occurred 
within thirty days after the policy was issued. Ibid. 


10. Under Revisal, sec. 4809, which provides that no insurance company 
shall limit the time within which an action may be commenced 
to less than one year after the accrual of the cause of action, or to 
less than six months from the time a nonsuit is taken in an action 
brought upon the policy within the time originally prescribed, where 
a suit was commenced ‘upon the policy in controversy within twelve 
months after the accrual of the cause of action, and a nonsuit was 
taken, but the record in that case, which was put in evidence, does 
not show when the nonsuit was entered, it will be presumed, in favor 
of the Court’s ruling, to have appeared that it was done within six 
months prior to the date on which this action was commenced. Ibid. 


INTERPRETATION. See “Statutes.” 


IRON-SAFE CLAUSE. See “Insurance.” 


In an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, the defendant 
having denied its liability to the plaintiff on the policy by alleging 
that there was a violation of the Iron-safe Clause, whereby the 

policy became null and void, it cannot now successfully plead the 
failure of the plaintiff to file proofs of loss and defeat his recovery, 
as the defense is inconsistent with that of non-compliance with the 
Iron-safe Clause. Parker v. Insurance Co., 339. 


ISSUES. 


1. Where the jury found an issue in favor of the appellant, ‘it is unnecessary 
.to consider the exceptions to the evidence and charge which bear 
only upon that issue. Hodgin v. R. R., 93. 


2. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, where the iva issue was 
submitted to the jury, “Is the paper-writing propounded for probate, 
and every part thereof, the last will and testament of deceased?” 
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ISSUES—Continued. 


to which the jury answered, “Yes,” the verdict was not ambiguous 
because the will bore on its margin an alleged revocation, as the 
marginal words were no part of the will. In re Shelton’s Will, 218. 


3. Where the issues submitted presented every phase of the case, and are 
‘such as arise upon the pleadings, and are a sufficient basis for the 
judgment rendered, and the defendant was given the opportunity to 
present every defense he had, his exception to the issues submitted 

is without merit. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


4, Where the complaint endeavors to set up two causes of action—one for 
malicious prosecution and the other for malicious abuse of process— 
but the evidence shows that the plaintiff's entire grievance arises 
from a criminal prosecution for embezzlement, in which he was 
arrested and bound over to Court and there is no evidence that the 
defendant did or attempted to do any act in the criminal proceedings 
which was contrary to the orderly and regular prosecution of the 
case, an issue addressed to the cause of action for malicious abuse of 
process should not be submitted. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


5. Where the jury found that the plaintiff was injured by the negligence 
of the defendant in failing to have its cars equipped with automatic 
couplers, the only defense open to the defendant, in the absence 
of any evidence of recklessness, was whether plaintiff was injured 
in the course of his service and employment, and the Court properly 
submitted a separate issue as to this matter. Hairston v, Leather 
Co., 512. 


6. Where this Court, on the former appeal, construed the pleadings as 
raising certain issues, and the parties went to trial on the pleadings, 
it is too late on this appeal to raise the question that such issues are 
not presented by the pleadings. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520. 


JUDGE’S CHARGE. See “Instructions.” 
JUDGE’S CHARGE TAKEN TO JURY-ROOM. See “Practice;” “Trial.” 
JUDGE’S FINDINGS OF FACTS BY AGREEMENT. See “Evidence.” 


JUDGMENTS. 


1. Where the Court has the custody of erasces it will be retained to 
await the result of the action and satisfy any judgment that may 
be recovered, it being immaterial how the property was brought 
under the control of the Court, whether by attachment or some other 
equivalent and lawful act. Lemly v. Ellis, 2090. 


2. The defendant was not entitled to judgment by default on his counter: 
» claim where. pursuant to leave given by the Court, a formal denial 
was entered. Tillinghast v. Cotton Mills, 268. 


8. Where the complaint alleged a contract of sale and a breach thereof, 
and the answer denied that it was an absolute sale and alleged 
by way of counter-claim that the goods were shipped on consign- 
ment, and demanded an account, the plaintiff's cause of action was in 
itself a direct denial of the counter-claim, and a judgment by default 
on the counter-claim before the issues in reference to the plaintiff's 
cause of action were determined would have been irregular and 
improper. Jbid. 

4. Where a proceeding for partition was brought in 1881 and upon issues 
raised was transferred for trial to the Superior Court and a consent 
decree was entered at June Term, 1887, appointing commissioners 
for partition, who filed their report with the Clerk in 1887, and no 
exceptions in any form were ever filed to its confirmation and a 
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JUDGMENTS—Continued. 


decree confirming the report. was procured at the April Term, 1906, 
without giving special notice to the defendant or his counsel: Held, 
that the defendant’s motion to set aside the decree of confirmation 
was properly denied. Roberts v. Roberts, 309. 


5. Confession of judgment under Revisal, sec, 581, requires that there 
should be a statement in writing signed by the defendant and verified 
by his oath and stating: (1) the amount for which judgment may 
be entered, and authorizing its entry; (2) if for money due, a concise 
statement of the facts out of which the debt arose, and it must show 
that the sum confessed is justly due, but the statement that the 
controversy is real and the proceedings in good faith is not required 
as it is in a “controversy submitted without action.” Martin v. 
Briscoe, 353. 


6. Where the confession of judgment sets out that the amount of $823.15 
is due plaintiff by defendant for part of “bills of goods bought from 
plaintiff by defendant and received by him between 1 January, 
1896, and October, 1896,” and said amount is “part of bills of 
groceries bought in the time named,” this is sufficient, in the 
absence of any attack by a creditor, where the debtor himself, after 
an acquiescence of six years, is urging a defect in his own confession 
of judgment, with no suggestion of any fraud or imposition in se- 
curing the confession nor any denial of the debt, and should the 
judgment be held invalid the debt would be barred. Jbid. 


7. Before a final order or judgment, fixing the amount which is to be 
paid by the owner, is made, the cost of the improvement should be 
ascertained and apportioned between the several pieces of property. 
Asheville v. Trust Co., 360. 


8. Where the issues submitted presented every phase of the case, and 
are such as arise upon. the pleadings, and are a sufficient basis 
for the judgment rendered, and the defendant was given the oppor- 
tunity to. ‘present every defense he had, his exception to the issues 
submitted is without merit. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


9. Where the plaintiff alleged that the defendant collected the proceeds 
of the sale of certain options, in which they were equal partners, 
and that his share of the net profits amounted to $4,400, and he 
further alleged that the defendant had been guilty of fraudulent 
conduct, and the plaintiff took judgment for the amount due as 
his share of the profits upon an issue which found that the defendant 
was “indebted” to him in that amount “by reason of the matters 
alleged in the complaint,” an execution against the person should 
not have been issued upon the judgment, in the absence of any 
special finding of fraud by the jury. Ledford v. Emerson, 527. 


10. Under Article I, sec. 16, of the Constitution, which provides that “there 
shall be no imprisonment for debt in this State, except in cases of 
fraud,’ there can be no imprisonment to enforce the payment of 
a debt under final process, unless it has been found upon an allega- 

tion duly made in the complaint and a corresponding issue sub- 
mitted to a jury that there has been fraud, and a judgment has been 
entered in conformity therewith. Jbid. 


11. The doctrine of stare decisis is applicable to this case and means that 
this Court shall adhere to decided cases and settled principles, and not 
disturb matters which have besn established by judicial determina- 
tion. Hill v. R. R., 539. 


12. A former iaatication of this Court in construing a statute or the organic 
law should stand when it has been recognized for years; and in such 
a case the principle settled or the meaning given to the statute be- 
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comes a rule for guidance in making contracts, and also a rule of 
property, and it should not be disturbed even though the conclusion 
reached may not be satisfactory to the Court at the time the same 
matter is again presented. Ibid. 


13. A certificate on the.back of the bill of indictment not appearing to have 
been signed by the foreman of the grand jury is not ground for a 
motion to quash or in arrest of judgment, under Revisal, sec. 3254, 
unless it is shown that in fact the “witnesses marked X” had not 
been “sworn and examined.” WS. v. Long,. 670. 


‘JUDICIAL SALES. 


In an action for damages for breach of warranty in a deed, in which cer- 
tain bonds were attached, the defendant cannot complain of a judg- 
ment directing that the bonds be sold by a commissioner, instead of 
an order to the Sheriff to sell the attached property under Revisal, 
sec, 784. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. 


JURISDICTION. 


1. When .a case is before the Judge on appeal, it is optional with him to 
try it or remand to the Clerk With instructions. In re Wittkowsky’s 
Land, 247. 


2. In an action begun before a justice of the peace in which the plaintiff 
made demand in the sum of $50 for damages done to his property and 
premises by defendant in depositing the carcass of a dead horse near 
the lands of the plaintiff, whereby the comfort and enjoyment of his 
home were impaired and a nuisance committed to his premises, the 
Superior @ourt, on appeal, erred in dismissing the action for want 
of jurisdiction in the justice. Duckworth v. Mull, 461. 


8. Article IV, sec. 27, of the Constitution, and Revisal, sec. 1420 (enacted 
to carry out this provision), which provides that “justices of the 
peace shall have concurrent jurisdiction of civil actions not founded 
on contract wherein the value of the property in controversy does. 
not exceed $50,” comprehend all actions ex delicto, the term “prop- 
erty in controversy” meaning the value of the injury complained of 
and involved in the litigation, and where a plaintiff, in good faith, 
states or limits his demand in actions of this character at $50 or 

' less, the justice has jurisdiction concurrent with the Superior Court 
to hear and determine the matter. Jbid. 


4, Revisal, sec. 3361, is constitutional under the State and Federal constitu- 
tions. When a man having a lawful wife admits a second marriage 
in another State, the bigamous marriage is exploited by his living 
openly and avowedly in this State with his wife by the second mar- 
riage, and the offense may be dealt with, tried, determined and 
punished in the county where the offender may be apprehended or 
be in custody. 8S. v. Long, 670. 


JURORS. 

1. A juror who owns no land, but whose wife is seized of a fee and has 
children by him, is a freeholder, and eligible as a juror. Hodgin v. 
R. R., 98. 

2. The validity of a trial cannot be successfully objected to upon the ground 
that one of the jurors, in the sound legal discretion of the Court, 
was permitted to ask a competent question of a witness who was 
then upon the stand giving testimony. 8S. v. Kendall, 659. 


8. The method by which jurors are to be selected and summoned not being 
prescribed by the Constitution, and no limitation therein upon the 
power of the General Assembly to regulate it, an exception to the 
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J URORS—Con tinued. 


validity of section 10, eee 158, of the Private Laws of 1895, 
because the jurors were not drawn out of the box, but were sum- 
moned by the marshal as directed by the act, cannot be sustained in 
a criminal action charging defendant with selling liquor in violation 
of section 9 of said act. WS. v. Brittain, 668. 


JURY. See “Questions for Jury”; “Trials.” 


JUSTICH OF THE PEACE. 


1. In an action begun before a justice of the peace in which the plaintiif 
made demand in the sum of $50 for damages done to his property 
and premises by defendant in depositing the carcass of a dead horse 
near the lands of the plaintiff, whereby the comfort and enjoyment 
of his home were impajred and a nuisance committed to his premises, 
the Superior Court, on appeal, erred in dismissing the action for 
want of jurisdiction in the justice. Duckworth v. Mull, 461. 


2. Article IV, sec. 27, of the Constitution, and Revisal, sec. 1420 (enacted 
to carry out this provision), which provides that ‘justices of the 
peace shall have concurrent, jurisdiction of civil actions not founded 
on contract wherein the value of the property in controversy does 
not exceed $50,” comprehend all actions ex delicto, the term “prop- 
erty in controversy” meaning the value of the injury complained of 
and involved in the litigation, and where a plaintiff, in good faith, 
states or limits his demand in actions of this character at $50 or 
less, the justice has jurisdiction concurrent with the Superior Court 
to hear and determine the matter. Jbdid. 


LEASES. See “Corporations”; ‘“Railroads.” 


LEGISLATURE. 


1. Where certain townships by extra taxation procured the pbuilding through 
their territory of a railroad, the Legislature has the power to direct 
the County Commissioners to expend exclusively in those townships 
the county taxes derived from such railroad property in said town- 
ships “fin repairing roads, building bridges, extending schools, or 

- guch other purposes as the Commissioners may deem best,” until 
the amount so used in said township shall fully reimburse them for 
the amount paid out to aid in building said railroad. Jones v. Com- 
missioners, 59. 


2. An entry on the legislative journal that “The bill-passed it second ena: 
ing, ayes 39, noes..., as follows:” then follows a list of those voting 
in the affirmative, without any reference to those voting in the nega- 
tive, indicates that the bill passed by a unanimous vote and that 
there were no names to be recorded in the negative, and is a com- 
pliance with the requirements of Article II, sec. 14, of the Constitu- 
tion, that the ayes and noes shall be entered on the journals. Deb- 
nam wv. Chitty, 1381 N. C., 657, overruled; Commissioners v. Trust 
Co., 110. 


38. The power to levy assessments upon lots to which special and peculiar 
benefits accrue from a public improvement is conferred upon the 
eity of Asheville by section 65, chapter 100, Private Laws 1901. 
Asheville v. Trust Co., 360. 


4. The Legislature has the power to authorize a railroad corporation to 
cross and, of course, to erect a bridge over a navigable stream. 
Pedrick v, R. R., 485. 


LESSOR AND LESSEE. See “Railroads.” 
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LEVY. See “Attachment. at 

Where an attachment had been levied by the Sheriff on certain bonds 
and thereafter the plaintiff caused a second attachment to be levied 
on them, the fact that the plaintiff had deposited them with the Clerk 
of the Court before the second levy was made upon them, the deposit 
not having been made by authority of the Court, did not place them 
in custodia legis, so as to protect them from the second levy, as they 
were constructively in the possession of the Suen under the prior 
levy. Lemly v, Ellis, 200. 


LEX LOCI CONTRACTUS. See “Contracts.” 
LICENSE. See “Marriage License’; “Railroads.” 


LICENSE, IN RE APPLICANTS FOR. 


1. Under Revisal, ch. 5, an applicant for license to practice law who com- 
plies with the formal prerequisites” prescribed by section 208 is 
entitled to be examined, and if, on his examination he satisfies the 
Court of his competent knowledge of the law, he is entitled to receive 
his license, and an investigation into his general moral character is 
no longer required or permitted. Jn re Applications for License, 1. 


2. Revisal, ch. 5, establishing the qualifications for applicants to practice 
law, is not unconstitutional as an unwarranted exercise of judicial 
power prohibited by section 8 of the Declaration of Rights, nor as 
an unlawful attempt to deprive the Court of its inherent power to 
direct and control the conduct of attorneys who are its officers. Jbid. 


3. The Legislature has the right to establish the qualifications to be re- 
quired of one to become a practicing member of the bar by virtue 
of the police power which is vested in that body. Jbid. 


LIENS. 
An attachment on land is void and constitutes no lien where the defend- 
ants named in the attachment had parted with their title before 
the attachment was issued. Morrison v. Mining Co., 250. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 

1. Where the relief sought is a mandamus to compel a Board of County Com- 
missioners to expend in a township certain taxes as directed by 
statute, the tax-payers in said township are proper parties to bring 
the action, and there is no statute of limitations, as the relief sought 
is prospective. Jones v. Commissioners, 59. 

2. In a processioning proceeding under Revisal, secs. 325-326, to establish 
a boundary line, where the defendant denied the plaintiffs title and 
pleaded both the twenty years, and seven years’ statutes as a defense, 
the Clerk, under Revisal, sec. 717, should “transfer the cause to 
the civil-issue docket for trial during the term upon all issues raised 
by the pleadings’—in this case, both the issues of boundary and 
title. Woody v. Fountain, 66. 

3. Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), 
providing that any person aggrieved may within six months after 
a change of road, or a new road has been opened and completed, 
apply for a jury to assess damages, means that the proceeding shall 
be begun “within,” i. e., “not later than’ six months after the road 
has been changed or the new road opened and completed. In re 
Wittskowsky’s Land, 247. 

4. Under Revisal, sec. 4809, which provides that no insurance company shall 
limit the time within which an action may be commenced to Iess 
than one year after the accrual of the cause of action, or to less 
than six months from the time a nonsuit is taken in an action brought 
upon the policy within the time originally prescribed, where a suit 
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was commenced upon the policy in controversy within twelve months 
after the accrual of the cause of action, and a nonsuit was taken, 
but the record in that case, which was put in evidence, does not show 
_when the nonsuit was entered, it will be presumed, in favor of the 
' Court’s ruling, to have appeared that it was done within six months 
prior to the date on which this action was commence’: Parker v. 
Insurance Co., 339. 


5. Where the confession of judgment sets Out that the amount of $823. 15 is 
due plaintiff by defendant for part of ‘bills of goods bought from 
plaintiff by defendant and received by him between 1 January, 1896, 
and October, 1896,” and said amount is “part of bills of groceries 
bought in the time named,” this is sufficient, in the absence of any 
attack by a creditor, where the debtor himself, after an acquiescence 
of six years, is urging a defect in his own confession of judgment, 
with no suggestion of any fraud or imposition in securing the con- 
fession nor any denial of the debt, and should the judgment he held 
invalid the debt would be barred. Martin v. Briscoe, 353. 


MALICIOUS PROSECUTION. 

1. In an action for damages growing out of an attachment of plaintiff's 
cars, alleging malice and want of probable cause and that the attach- 
ment of ten cars was excessive and an abuse of process of the Court, 
evidence of profits which the plaintiff might have made from hiring 
its cars was properly excluded as speculative damages. FR. R. v. 
Hardware Co., 54. 


2. In an action for malicious prosecution, it is necessary to show (1) malice, 
(2) want of probable cause, (3) and that the former proceeding has 
terminated. In an action for abuse of process, it is not necessary 
to show either of these three things, but two elements are necessary: 
first, an ulterior’purpose; second, an act in the use of the process 
not proper in the regular prosecution of the proceeding. Jbdid. 


8. In an action for malicious prosecution, evidence of a member of the jury 
in the criminal trial that the jury were “out a considerable time” 
and at first stood “seven for acquittal and five for conviction” was 
irrelevant, and should have been excluded, but this Court cannot 
see that its admission was prejudicial or reversible error in this case. 
Gaither v. Carpenter, 240. 


4, An instruction that to constitute malicious prosecution there must be 
want of probable cause and malice was correct. Jbid. 


5. In an action for malicious prosecution, the plaintiff cannot complain of 
the definition of malice as ‘a disposition to do the person prosecuted 
a wrong without legal excuse.” IJbid. 


6. In an action for malicious prosecution, it must be shown that an action 
or proceeding has been instituted without probable cause from malice, 
and that damage has been sustained, and that the proceeding has 
terminated. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


7. In an action for malicious abuse of process, there must be shown (1) 
an ulterior purpose, and (2) some act done in the use of the process 
not proper in the regular prosecution of the case; but it is not neces- 
sary to show a want of probable cause, nor that the proceeding has 
terminated. Jbid. 


8. Where the complaint endeavors to set up two causes of action—one for 
malicious prosecution and the other for malicious abuse of process— 
but the evidence shows that the plaintiff’s entire grievance arises 
from a criminal prosecution for embezzlement, in which he was 
arrested and bound over to court, and there is no evidence that the 
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defendant did or attempted to do any act in the criminal proceeding 
which was contrary to the orderly and regular prosecution of the 
case, an issue:addressed to the cause of action for malicious abuse 
of process should not be submitted. Jbid. 


9. In an action for malicious prosecution in causing the arrest of plaintiff 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


on a charge of embezzling goods which defendant claimed had been 
consigned and plaintiff claimed had been sold outright, the state- 
ments made by defendant’s salesman who effected the sale and just © 
after the sale, to defendant’s manager, who swore out the warrant, 
as to the nature of the trade under which the goods were passed to 
plaintiff, were competent both as corroborative of the salesman and 
substantive testimony on the question whether the defendant’s 


manager, in taking out the prosecution, had probable cause for so . | 


doing and whether he acted in good faith.’ Ibid. 


The principle that knowledge of the agent will be imputed to the prin- 
cipal does not apply where the question is as to the responsibility 
for instituting a criminal prosecution, dependent in part on what 
the principal understood the trade to be which the agent had made, 
from information reasonably relied on by him, nor does the principle 
of imputed knowledge apply when it would be against the interest 
of the agent to make the disclosure. J/bid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, where the wrong charged against 
the defendant was in taking out a warrant and causing plaintiff’s 
arrest, the declarations of the defendant made to the justice of the 
peace at the time the warrant was procured are admissible as sub- 
stantive testimony as part of the res geste. IJbdid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, where a committing magistrate 
has bound over a party, or a grand jury has returned a true bill 
against him, such action prima facie makes out a ease of probable 
cause, and the jury should be directed to consider the evidence as 
‘affected by this principle. Jbid. 


In en action for malicious prosecution, an instruction that if the jury 
find that the defendant sold the goods straight out to the plaintiff, 
and that the defendant had him arrested for the purpose of collecting 
the debt, they world answer the issue of malice in favor of the 
plaintiff. because that would be a wrongful act done intentionally 

and without just cause and excuse, was erroneous, as it was for the 
jury to determine and not for the Court whether such an act was 
committed when the defendant caused the plaintiff’s arrest under . 
the evidence in this case. Jbid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, on the question of damages the 
Court properly told the jury they could allow for a reasonable at- 
torney’s fee paid by plaintiff in the case in which the prosecution 
was had. Ibid. 


In an action for malicious euaeeranian: punitive or exemplary damages 
may be awarded by the jury, but the right to such damages does not 
attach. as a conclusion of law, because the jury have found the issue 
of malice against the defendant, but the jury must find that the 
wroreful act was done from actual malice in the sense of personal 
ill-will, or uncéer circumstances of insult, rudeness or oppression, or 
in a manner which showed a reckless and wanton disregard of the 
plaintiff’s rights. bid. 

In an action for malicious prosecution, the term “malice,” in reference to 
the cnestion of damages, means malice in the sense of personal 
ill-will, while in respect to the issue fixing responsibility it need 
not necessarily be personal ill- will, but may be said to exist where 
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there has been a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally done 
plaintiff without just cause or excuse, and it may be inferred from 
the absence of probable cause. Jbid. 


MANDAMUS. 


1.. Where the relief sought is a mandamus to compel a Board of County 
Commissioners to expend in a township certain taxes as directed by 
statute, the tax payers in said township are proper parties to bring 
the action, and there is no statute of limitations, as the relief sought 
is prospective. Jones v. Commissioners, 59. 


2. Where a statute requires the County Commissioners to invest each year, 
in interest bearing securities, the county taxes derived from the 
taxation of the property of a railroad in a certain township, as a 
sinking fund for the payment, at maturity, of the bonds issued by 
said township to aid in building said railroad, a mandamus to com- 
pel the Commissioners to reimburse said township for the amount 
of said bonds was properly refused, where the bonds had been already 
paid off. Ibid. 


MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE. See “Divorce.” 


MARRIAGE LICENSE. > 


In an action against a Register of Deeds to recover the penalty under 
Revisal, sec. 2090, for issuing a marriage license contrary to its pro- 
visions, where the uncontradicted evidence showed that the Register 
took the word of the prospective bridgegroom and his friend, neither 

: of whom he knew, as to the age of the young lady, and made no 
further inquiry of any one, the Court should have given the plaintiff's 
prayer for instruction that as a matter of law defendant failed to 
make reasonable inquiry as to the age of plaintiff's daughter. Mor- 
rison v. Teague, 186. 


MARRIED WOMEN. See “Contracts.” 


MASTER AND SERVANT. See “Principal and Agent.” 


1. In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained 
in endeavoring to clean out a machine, where he testified that he 
was injured by reason of a defective machine of which he had no 

. notice, and that if the machine had been in proper condition there 
was no danger to be reasonably apprehended from cleaning it in the 
manner testified to, the Court committed no error in refusing to 
nonsuit plaintiff. Hicks v. Manufacturing Co., 738. 


2. In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained 
in endeavoring to clean out a machine, where defendant offered 
evidence to show that the machine was a standard one and was super- 
seding the old machines, and that the opening by reason of which 
plaintiff's hand was injured, was not a defect, but a part of the 
structural plan of the machine, and plaintiff alleged that the old 
machine which he had hitherto used afforded complete protection, 
and if the defendant had installed a different machine which created 
an additional danger, it was its duty to warn him of this condition, 
an instruction, that if the jury found the new machine differed in this 
respect from the old ones and that plaintiff:-did not know of the 
opening and could not have known of it by the exercise of ordinary 
care, and was put to work on the new machine without notice of its 
condition, then the defendant would be guilty of negligence, was 
addressed to the duty of the defendant to warn the plaintiff, and 
did not make any particular machine the arbitrary standard of ex-. 
cellence. Ibid. ga 


INDEX, ° 


MASTER AND SERVANT—Continued. 


3. In an action by a servant to recover damages for injuries received from 
the planks on a gangway, slipping, he must prove that the gangway 
was in a defective condition, that its defective condition was the 
proximate cause of his injury, and that the master knew of its 
defective condition, or was guilty of negligence in not discovering 
and repairing the same. Shaw v. Manufacturing Co., 131. 


4, In an action against a railroad company for damages for an alleged 
wrongful assault by its servant, the Court correctly charged the 
jury that “where a servant does a wrong to a third person the master 
must answer for the act, if it was committed in the scope and course 
of the servant’s employment and in furtherance of the master’s in- 
terests,” and committed no error in refusing plaintiff's prayer that 
if the assault was committed by the servant while engaged in the 
performance of his duties, the company was, in any event, respon- 
sible. Roberts v. R. R., 176. 


5. The Fellow-servant Act applies to a corporation chiefly engaged in manu- 
facturing, which, in connection with and in aid of its primary pur- 
pose, owns and operates a railroad having its own engines, cars, 
crews, etc. Bird v. Leather Co., 283. 


6. When a thing which causes injury is shown to be under the management 
of the defendant, and the accident in such as in the ordinary course 
of things does not happen, if those -who* have the management use 
the proper care, it affords reasonable evidence, in the absence of 
explanation by the defendant, that the accident arose from a want 
of care. Jbid. 


MEASURE OF DAMAGES. See “Damages.” 


1. The true measure of damages in this case is the interest upon the gate 
of the cars, increased or diminished, as the case might be, by the 
difference between the deterioration of the cars if in daily use, and 
their deterioration while wrongfully tied up, provided plaintiff could 
not have avoided injury from the attachment by giving bond and 
retaining possession of its cars. R. R. v. Hardware Co., 54. 


2. Where a telegram notified a stepmother of the death of her stepson and 
of the hour fixed for the funeral, the defendant’s contention that 
the only purpose of the telegram was to notify the mother of the 
hour of the interment, and that nothing else was reasonably within 
the contemplation of the parties, is without merit. Harrison v. 
Telegraph Co., 147. 


8. In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram 
notifying the plaintiff of the death of her stepson and of the hour 
of the funeral, where plaintiff testified she raised deceased from a 
small boy, and he had been with her until just before his death; that 
she had no children of her own; that he treated her with affection 
and called her mother, and she regarded him as her own son and 
loved him dearly and would have attended his funeral if she had 
received the telegram in time; that she came on the first train after 
it was. delivered, but that when she arrived he had been buried; 
that it made her very nervous and affected her so much she would 
never get over it: Held, that this evidence tends to prove something 
more than mere disappointment, and whether the plaintiff has really 
suffered mental anguish for which she was entitled to recover, was 

: for the jury. Jbid. 

4. A contract for the sale and delivery of yarns, in which it was stipulated 
that bills of lading were to be sent direct to the buyer and upon 
receipt of the goods he was to remit to the seller, was not sub- 
stantially performed when the seller shipped the goods with bill 
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‘of lading attached, and the buyer was justified in not receiving them, 

and is entitled to recover as damages the difference between the 
contract price and what it reasonably cost him on the market to 
supply the goods. Riley v. Carpenter, 215. 


MEETINGS. See “Corporations.” 
MENTAL ANGUISH. See “Telegraph.” 
MENTAL CAPACITY. See “Evidence.” 
MISTRIALS. See “Trials.” 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS. 


1. Where the charter of a town provided that the Board of Commissioners 
might create a debt only after they had passed an ordinance by a 
“three-fourths vote of the entire board,’ the words “entire board” 
mean all the members of the board in existence and not all those 
provided for by the charter; and where seven Commissioners were 
elected and one resigned, the passage of an ordinance by a vote of 
five members was sufficient. Commissioners v. Trust Co., 110. 


2. The power to levy assessments upon lots to which special and peculiar 
benefits accrue from a public improvement is conferred upon the 
city of Asheville by section 65, chapter 100, Private Laws 1901. 
Asheville v. Trust Co., 360. 


2. In the exercise of the power of levying special assessments, the Board 
of Aldermen must lay off and define the limits of the districts within 
which they are to be made, and all property within said district 
shall bear its proportion of the cost upon the basis of special and 
peculiar benefits, as distinguished from those general benefits which 
accrue to it in common with all other property in the city. Ibid. 


4. Before a final order or judgment, fixing the amount which is to be paid 
by the owner, is made, the cost of the improvement should be ascer- 
tained and apportioned between the several pieces of property. Ibid. 


MURDER. . 


1. Evidence is sufficient for a conviction of murder in the first degree under 
_ the statute as willful, deliberate and premeditated, which tends to 
show: that defendant had threatened to kill deceased in upholding 
his son in not paying him some money; thereafter they disputed about 
the amount owed, and defendant threatened the deceased with a 
pistol; deceased was with his son and the defendant followed the son, 
struck at him; deceased caught him around the neck and the defend- 
ant fired upon him several times, then defendant cursed and said 
he would kill him, and fired again; deceased offered no resistance, 
and had a gun under his left arm; deceased was fired upon twice, 
and between the first and second firing walked away from the defend- 
ant some twenty steps, and was followed and again fired upon. SQ. v. 
Banks, 652. . 


2. Revisal, sec. 3631, does not give a new definition of murder, but classifies 
its different kinds as they existed at common law, theretofore in- 
cluded in one and the same degree; to constitute malice required by 
the statute to make out a case of murder in the first degree, it is 
unnecessary to show personal ill-will or grudge between the parties, 
and it is sufficiently shown when there has been a wrongful and 
intentional killing of another without lawful excuse or mitigating 
eircumstances. Ibid. | 

3. No particular time is necessary to constitute premeditation and delibera- 
tion for*the conviction of murder in the first degree under the stat- 
ute, and if the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the © 
interval which elapses before its execution is immaterial. Ibid. 
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MUTUAL MISTAKE. 


le Vee the plaintiff proposed to sell. a certain kind of machine and the 
defendant to buy another and quite a different kind, there was a 
mutual mistake as to the subject-matter of the sale, and the minds 

of the parties not having met in one and the same "intention, there 

was no contract, but the defendant, having received: and converted 

-to his own use the machine shipped to him, is liable for its value, 

and his counter-claim, for the difference in the price of the two 

machines, must fail. Machine Co. v. Chalkley, 181. 


2. The averments in the answer that “when the plaintiff purchased oe 
land from W. and received the deed therefor he was notified by W. 
that the defendant was the owner of the merchantable timber trees | 
then on the land, and that the time for cutting and removing the 
same had been extended for one year after date of the expiration 
of their former contract, and that W. intended to insert the said 
agreement for an extension in the deed to plaintiff, but omitted to 
do so by the mistake and inadvertence of the drafsman of the deed,” 
are not sufficient to show any such mutual mistake of the parties to 
the deed as would induce a court of equity to correct it. York v. 
Westail, 276. 


NAVIGABLE WATERS. See “Water Courses.” 


NEGLIGENCE. 


1. A railroad company which has leased its road-bed, track and eerie: 
stock to another corporation is liable for the ‘torts of the lessee, 
and this liability extends to an injury sustained by a passenger by 

the negligence of the servants of the lessee. Carleton v. R. R., 43. 


2. In an action for injuries sustained from the breaking of a chain used | 

in lifting heavy weights, where the only theory of negligence 

presented by the plaintiff's evidence was that the defendant in not | 

having the chain properly annealed had allowed the metal to become 

crystallized, and there was evidence on the part of the defendant 

tending to prove that the broken link had not become crystallized, 

the Court erred in declining to give defendant’s special instruction 

that “if the jury find from the evidence that the link of the chain 

was not crystallized they should answer the first issue as to 
negligence ‘No.’” Isley v. Bridge Co., 51. 


3. In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained 
in endeavoring to clean out a machine, where he testified that 
he was injured by reason of a defective machine of which he had no 
notice, and that if the machine had been in proper condition there 
was no danger to be reasonably apprehended from cleaning it in the 
manner testified to, the Court committed no error in refusing to non- 
suit plaintiff. Hicks v. Manufacturing Co., 78. 


4, In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained 
in endeavoring to clean out a machine, where defendant offered 
evidence to show that the machine was a standard one and was 
superseding the old machines, and that the opening, by reason 
of which plaintiff's hand was injured, was not a defect, but a part. 
of the structual plan of the machine, and plaintiff alleged that the 
old machine which he had hitherto used afforded complete protection, 
and if. the defendant had installed a different machine which created 
an additional danger, it was its duty to warn him of this condition, an 
instruction, that if the jury found the new machine differed in this 
respect from the old ones and that plaintiff did not know of the 
opening and could not have known of it by the exercise of ordinary 
care, and was put to work on the new machine without notice of 
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its condition, then the defendant would be guilty of negligence, was 
addressed to the duty of the defendant to warn the plaintiff, and did 
not make any particular machine the arbitrary standard of ex- 
cellence. Jbid. 


5. In an action for injuries received at a railroad crossing, where there was 


evidence tending to prove that the railroad company kept a flagman 


stationed at this crossing for the purpose of warning passers-by, and 
that plaintiff knew of this custom, and that when he got near the 
crossing he looked for the wachman, but saw none, the Court did not 
err in refusing to charge at plaintiff’s request that he had a right to 
cross the track under the circumstances, and was absolved from 
the usual duty of looking and listening. Hodgin v. R. R., 93. 


6. When 2a watchman is stationed at a crossing to give warning, the 


traveler who sees the watchman in his place hag the right to rely on 
him for protection, but when he discovers that the watchman is 
absent from his post of duty he is put on his guard at once, and 
must exercise ordinary care to protect himself from injury. He 
should then look and listen for passing trains. Ibid. 


an action for damages for personal injuries, where defendant 
alleged that for a stipulated amount which had been paid, plaintiff 
executed a full release, and plaintiff in reply admitted the receipt 
of the money, but denied that the alleged release contained the terms 
of the settlement, averring that the provision that he was to have a 
lifetime job was omitted by fraud in the factum of defendant’s 
agent. and there was evidence of the alleged negligence and fraud, 
the Court erred in nonsuiting plaintiff. Hayes v. R. R., 125. 


8. The fact of an accident carries with it no presumption of negligence 


on the part of the employer. Shaw v. Manufacturing Co., 181. 


9. In an action for injuries caused by. the falling of a bed-plate of a cloth 


press, weighing several thousand pounds, it was a question for the 
jury to determine whether the plaintiff placed himself in a place of 
obvious danger, such as no prudent. person would occupy, in 
standing immediately behind and looking over the bed-plate as it 
stood on its edge, and directing a battering-ram which was being 
propelled against it from the opposite side. Jbid. 


10. In an action by a freight conductor for personal injuries, where the 


evidence shows that he was going with a lighted lantern from the 
freight office to take charge of his train; that the night was dark 
and stormy and that the wind blew his lantern out and he did not 
return to light it, but continued along the platform, feeling his 
way with his feet, and fell down the steps which were cut into the 
platform about three feet, and which he knew were there; that 
there was no light on the platform nor railing around the steps: Held, 
that the Court did not-err in refusing to hold as a matter of law 
that the plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence. Beard 
v. R. R., 136. 


11, An sinaotion that “although the plaintiff's lantern was blown out, 


he had the right to proceed on to his train if he thought he could 
safely make the journey by exercising ordinary care on his part,” 
is erroneous, standing alone, as the standard of duty is not what the 
plaintiff thought he could safely do, but what a reasonably prudent 
man, under the same circumstances, would do; but this instruction 


was so modified by other parts of the charge as not to constitute 


reversible error. Ibid. 


412. It is the duty of a railroad to use reasonable care to provide and 


maintain a safe switch and to keep it properly adjusted, and the fact 


that it was not so adjusted and set to the main track, where, 
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13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


according to the regular schedule, a passenger train was expected 
to pass over it, raises a@ presumption that defendant’s servants, 
entrusted with that duty, were negligent, and casts upon defendant 
the ues “going forward” with proof to the contrary. Haynes 
v. R. R., 104. 


In an action against a railroad company for the death of an engineer 
whose train ran onto a switch at night, at which there was no light, 

and collided with cars standing thereon, in order to meet the 
defense of contributory negligence based on an alleged violation of a 
rule requiring decedent, when approaching a switch, in the absence 
of a light, to bring his engine under control, in order to show that 
the rule had been so habitually violated as to nullify it, and that - 
such violation was essential to the operation of the trains in accord- 
ance with prescribed schedules, it was competent to admit testimony 
of other employees as to the practice with respect to the lack of 
observation of such rule, the length of decedent’s run, the schedule 
prescribed, the number of switch lights, their usual condition, and 
the length of time which would be consumed in conforming to the 
rule. Ibid. | 


Where the orders given to an engineer by the general officers of the 
company require him to run in a different manner from that pre- 
scribed in the rules, and other trains of the class of that placed 
in his charge are so run With the knowledge and by the direction 
of the governing officers, negligence cannot be imputed to the en- 
gineer, although he does not follow the general rules. Jbid. 


The principle, that a violation of a rule made by the employer for the 


employee’s protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such 
employee’s injury bars a recovery, does not obtain when the rule 
is habitually violated to the knowledge of the employer, or when 
the rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for such a 
length of time, that the employer could, by the exercise of ordinary 
care, have ascertained its non-observance. Ibid. 


In an action to recover damages for délay in the delivery of a message, 
the Court charged the jury, “The message not having been delivered | 
until a week afterwards, the law presumes negligence on the part 
of the defendant company, but it is not such a presumption as 
could not be rebutted. But it requires proof on the part of the 
defendant by the greater weight of the evidence that it did exercise 
due care in the effort to deliver the message.” The first paragraph 
was correct, the latter incorrect. Shepard v. Telegraph Co., 244. 


Where the testimony shows that plaintiff, a foreman of a force unloading 
cars, engaged in the performance of his duty, was injured because 
some cars which had been stopped on an incline thirty steps away, 
commenced to move without warning to plaintiff and, rolling down 
the incline, struck the car on which plaintiff was standing doing 
his work, and caused the injury, the Court properly submitted the 
case to the jury, it being the duty of the engine crew to place and 
securely scotch the cars on the incline, there to remain until moved 
by plaintiff's order. Bird v. Leather Co., 283. 


Direct evidence of negligence is not required, but the same may be 

_inferred from acts and attendant circumstances, and if the facts 
proved establish the more reasonable probability that the defendant 
has been guilty of actionable negligence, the case cannot be with- 
drawn from the jury, though the possibility of accident may arise 
on the evidence. Jbid. 


When a thing which causes injury is shown to be under the management 
of the defendant, and the accident is such as in the ordinary course 
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20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24, 


25. 


of things does not happen, if those who have the qienawenient use 
the proper care, it affords reasonable evidence, in the absence of 
explanation by the defendant, that the accident arose from a want 
of care. Ibid. 

Where 8. wrote to the plaintiff as foilows: “Kindly advise us by wire 
Monday if you can use 1,500 creosote barrels between now and 
January 1st, at 95 cents, delivered in carload lots,’ and plaintiff 
filed with defendant on Monday a message addressed to S. as 
follows: “We accept your offer of 1,500 barrels as per yours of the 
7th’: Held, that the letter from S. was. a mere “trade inquiry,” and 
was nota legal offer binding on acceptance, and plaintiff’s reply did 
not create a contract, and plaintiff is entitled to recover of defendant 
by reason of its negligence in the delivery of the message only 
nominal damages, to-wit, the price of the message. Tanning Co. v. 
Telegraph Co., 376. — 

In an action for an injury from an alleged negligent blasting, where . 
plaintiff's evidence tends to prove that defendant was blasting rock 
with dynamite on the outskirts of the city about 100 yards from a 
street and 175 yards from plaintiff’s residence, and in close proximity 
to other houses, and that a rock weighing 20 pounds, from one of 
the blasts, crashed through plaintiff’s residence; that defendant’s 
foreman was not an expert blaster, and was absent a part of the 
time; that his assistants had but little experience; that the blast was 
fired off without being properly smothered; that smothering is a safe 
method usually employed in such operations, and had it been 
properly done on this occasion the injury could not have well 
resulted: Held, that this evidence of negligence was amply sufficient 
to have been submitted to the jury. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


While the defendant did not know at the time he fired the blast that 
the feme plaintiff was lying in bed at her home in a pregnant 
condition, and could not foresee the exact consequences of his act 
or the form of injury inflicted, he ought in the exercise of ordinary 
care to have known that he was subjecting plaintiff and family to 
danger, and to have taken proper precautions to guard against 
it. Ibid. 


Mere fright, unaccompanied or followed by physical injury, cannot be 
considered as an element of damage; but where the fright occasions 
physical injury not contemporaneous with it, but directly traceable 
to it, a right of action for such injury, resulting from a negligent 
act, arises. Jbid. 


Where the plaintiff's evidence shows that the wife was lying on her 
bed heavy with child at the moment the rock crashed through 
the roof of her home, and though it did not strike her, it greatly 
shocked her nervous system, and nearly caused a miscarriage, and 
that she has never recovered from the effects of it: Held, that she 
has a right of-action for the physical injury sustained—a wrecked 
nervous system—resulting from negligence, whether wilful or other- 
wise. Jbid. | . 

In an action for injuries received in coupling cars without automatic 
couplers an employee of a large prariipiae, Sau company which in 
connection therewith and as part of the same owns twelve to four- 
teen miles of railroad track on which it operates with its own crew, 
engine and cars belonging to it, and the cars of other roads, the 
Court was correct in charging the jury that the failure of the 
defendant to equip its cars with automatic couplers was negligence, 
and that if such failure was the proximate cause of plaintiff's 
injuries, they would answer the issue as to negligence “Yes.” Hairs- 
ton v. Lumber Co., 512. 
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26. The jury, under the charge, having found the issue of negligence against 
defendant, under the principle established in the Greenlee and 
Trozler cases, both the defenses of assumption of risk, which 
ordinarily includes the negligence of a fellow-employee, and that of 
contributory negligence, are closed to defendant, unless, perhaps, 
the negligent conduct of the injured employee should amount to 
recklessness. Ibid. 


27. Where the jury found that the plaintiff was injured by the negligence 
of the defendant in failing to have its cars equipped with automatic 
couplers, the only defense open to the defendant, in the absence 
of any evidence of recklessness, was whether plaintiff was injured 
in the course of his service and employment, and the Court properly 
submitted a separate issue as to this matter. Jbid. 


NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. 


1. Under the Negotiable Instruments Statute (Rev., ch. 54 secs, 2335-2336) 
cashiers’ checks, whether certified or otherwise, are classed with 
bills of exchange payable on demand; and if negotiated by endorse- 
ment for value without notice and within a reasonable time, a holder 
can maintain the position of a holder in due course. Manufacturing 


Co. v. Summers, 102. 


2. Under Revisal, sec. 2201, “a holder in due course is a holder who has 
taken the instrument under the following conditions: (1) That the 
instrument is complete and regular upon its face; (2) that he 
became the holder of it before it was overdue and without notice 
that it had been previously dishonored, if such was the fact; (3) 
that he took it in good faith and for value; (4) that at the time it 
was negotiated to him he had no notice of any infirmity in the 
instrument or defect in the title of the person negotiating it.” Ibid. 


3. Under Revisal, sec. 2202, which provides that, where an instrument, 

payable on demand, is negotiated an unreasonable time after its. 

- issue, the holder is not deemed a holder in due course, and section 

2343, which provides that in determining what is a reasonable or 

unreasonable time, regard is to be had to the nature of the instrument 

and the facts of the particular case, where a party obtained a 

eashier’s check for $1,824 from a bank in the State and negotiated 

the same to a party residing in Virginia in five days thereafter, such 
negotiation was within a reasonable time. Ibid. 


‘ 4. Under Revisal sec. 2173, which enacts “that an antecedent or pre- 
existing debt constitutes Value, and is deemed such whether the in- 
strument is payable on demand or at a future time,” such an indebted- 
ness is sufficient consideration to constitute one a holder for value 
within the meaning of the law merchant. Ibid. 


5. Where the evidence and verdict established that the title of the party 
who negotiated the check to defendant was defective the burden 
under Revisal, sec. 2208, was on the defendant claiming to be a 
purchaser in good faith for value and without notice, to make this 
claim good by the greater weight of the evidence; and the Court erred 
in charging that the burden was upon the plaintiff to prove that the 
defendant was not a holder in due course. bid. 


6. The authority to draw, accept or endorse bills, notes and checks will 
not readily be implied as an incident to the express authority of an 
agent. It must ordinarily be conferred expressly, but it may be 
implied if the execution of the paper is a hecessary incident to the 
business, that if, if the purpose of the agency cannot otherwise 
be accomplished. Bank v. Hay, 326. 
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1%, A letter written within a reasonable time before or after the date of a 


bill of exchange, describing it in terms not to be mistaken, and 


promising to accept it, is, if shown to the person who afterwards | 


takes the bill on the credit of the letter, a virtual acceptance, 
binding the person who makes the promise. Ibid. 


"8. Where the letters, upon which the plaintiff bank relied as authority to 


an agent to make the draft which it cashed show that the alleged 
authority to draw was nothing more than private instructions by 
the principal to his agent as to how he should conduct this part of 
the business, and were not to be used as a basis of credit to the 
agent, the Court propery: nonsuited the plaintiff. Lbid.. 


NEW TRIALS. See “Trials.” 
NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE. See “Evidence.” 


NONSUIT. | 
1. In an action by an employee to recover damages for injuries sustained 


2. 


On 


in endeavoring to clean out a machine, where he testified that he 
was injured by reason of a defective machine of. which he had no 
notice, and that if the machine had been in proper condition there 
was no danger to be reasonably apprehended from cleaning it in the 
manner testified to, the Court committed no error in refusing to non- 
suit plaintiff. Hicks v. Manufacturing Co., 78. 

a motion for nonsuit, or its counterpart, the direction of a verdict 
the evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true, and construed 
in the light most favorable to him. Biles v. R. #., 78. 


In an action for damages for personal injuries, where defendant alleged 


that for a stipulated amount which had been paid, plaintiff executed 
a full release, and plaintiff in reply admitted the receipt of the 
money, but denied that the alleged release contained the terms of the 
settlement, averring that the provision that he was to have a life- 
tinfe job was omitted by fraud in the factum of defendant’s agent, 
and there was evidence of the alleged negligence and fraud, the Court 
erred in nonsuiting plaintiff. Hayes v. R. R., 125. 


Where the plaintiff went into the train at a station for the sole purpose 


of purchasing fruit without invitation or inducement, but simply by 
the silent acquiescence of defendant’s agents, he was a mere permis- 
sive licensee, and took the risk incident to the movement of the train, 
and, in the absence of any wanton injury, the motion for nonsuit 
should have been allowed. Peterson v. R. R., 260. 


Where the letters, upon which the plaintiff bank relied as authority to 


an agent to make the draft which it cashed, show that the alleged 
authority to draw was nothing more than private instructions by the 
principal to his agent as to how he should conduct this part of the 


business, and were not to be used as a basis of credit to the agent, 


the Court properly nonsuited the plaintiff. Bank v. Hay, 326.. 


‘Under Revisal, sec. 4809, which provides that no insurance company 


shall Himit the time within which an action may be commenced to 
less than one year after the accrual of the cause of action, or to less 
than six months from the time a nonsuit is-taken in an action brought 
upon the policy within the time originally prescribed, where a suit 
was commenced upon the policy in controversy within twelve months 
after the accrual of the cause of action, and a nonsuit was taken,. 


- put the record in that case, which was put in evidence, does not show 


when the nonsuit was entered, it will be presumed, in favor of the 


-Court’s ruling, to have appeared that it was done within six months 


prior to the date on which this action was commenced. pias v. 
Insurance Co., 339. 
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NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT OF DAMAGES. See amitehon of Actions;” 
“Hminent Domain. 2 


NOTICE TO PRODUCE COPIES OR PAPERS. See “Evidence.” 


NUISANCE. 


1. An injunction will be denied in advance of the creation of an alleged 
nuisance when the act complained of may or may not become a 
nuisance according to circumstances, or when the injury apprehended 
is doubtful, contingent or eventful merely. Hickory v. R. R., 451. 


2. A decree of the Superior Court enjoining defendant from enlarging its 
freight depot upon a finding by a jury that such enlargement will 
constitute a public nuisance, will be modified so as to permit de- 
fendant to remedy and guard against any possible danger to persons 
crossing its tracks by erecting suitable gates across the street and 
by providing a gateman. Jbid. 


3. In an action begun before a justice of the peace in which the plaintiff 
made demand in the sum of $50 for damages done to his property 
and premises by defendant in depositing the carcass of a dead horse 
near the lands of the plaintiff, whereby the comfort and enjoyment 
of his home, were impaired and a nuisance committed to his premises, 
the Superior Court, on appeal, erred in dismissing the action for 
want of jurisdiction in the justice. Duckworth v. Mull, 461. 


4. The courts in certain cases will act with great caution in interfering 
at the suit of private citizens. The State is the proper party to 
complain of wrong done to its citizens by a public nuisance, Pedrick 
vo. RR. 485. . 


5. A drawbridge over a navigable water, although it unavoidably occasions 
some delay in passing it, is not necessarily such an obstruction to 
the navigation as to amount to a nuisance. To constitute nuisance, 
the obstruction must materially interrupt general navigation. Jbid. 


6. Where a railroad had authority by charter to construct a«drawbridge 
over. a navigable river, and the evidence was conflicting as to 
whether the proposed bridge would constitute a nuisance by reason 
of its location below a certain town instead of above said town, and 
it appears that about one-fourth of the work had been done before 
any application was made for an injunction, a judgment of the lower 

- Court denying a temporary injunction restraining the construction of 
the bridge will be affirmed. Jbid. 


OFFICER. See Attachment.” 
OPINIONS. See “Evidence.” 
ORDINANCES. See “Municipal Corporations.” 


PAROL EVIDENCE. See “Evidence.” 


1. It is competent to show, by oral evidence, a collateral | agreement as to 
how an instrument for the payment of money should in fact be paid, 
though the instrument is in writing and the promise it contains is 
to pay in so many dollars. Typewriter Co. v. Hardware Co., 97. 


2. In an action on a written contract, where the defendant set up as a 
defense certain verbal stipulations, and the jury by their verdict 
have accepted the existence of the verbal stipulations, the fact that 
the Court annexed to it a qualification not required by the law to 
make it a valid defense is not error of which plaintiff can com- 
plain. Ibid. 
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3. Where, in an action to recover a contract for services, plaintiff intro- 
duced a letter from defendant which fixes the compensation, but does 
not set forth the terms of the employment nor the nature of the 
services expected of plaintiff, and it shows that the entire contract 
was not reduced to writing, it was competent to resort to parol 
evidence to explain the ambiguous terms and to fill out the terms of | 
the contract and to show that the plaintiff represented himself 
competent to superintend the work he was about to undertake. Ivey. 
v. Cotton Mills, 189. 


PARTIES. 


Where a complaint alleges that two railroad corporations jointly opera- 
ting their properties through the agency of a lessee between two 
points connected by their road-beds and tracks, in the discharge of 
their duty as common carriers undertook to carry a passenger over 
their tracks, a demurrer for misjoinder was properly overruled, as 
they are jointly liable for a failure to discharge the duty undertaken 
in a joint operation and use of their property in the exercise of their 
franchise. Carleton v. R. R., 48. 


PARTITION. 


Where a proceeding for partition was brought in 1881 and upon issues 
raised was transferred for trial to the Superior Court and a consent 
decree was entered at June Term, 1887, appointing commissioners 
for partition, who filed their report with the Clerk in 1887, and no 
exceptions in any form were ever filed to its confirmation and a 
decree confirming the report was procured at the April Term, 1906, 
without giving special notice to the defendant or his counsel: Held, 
that the defendant’s motion to set aside the decree of confirmation 
was properly denied. Roberts v. Roberts, 309. 


PLEADINGS. 


1. Where a complaint alleges that two railroad corporations jointly opera- 
ting their properties through the agency of a lessee between two 
points connected by their road-beds and tracks, in the discharge 
of their duty as common carriers undertook to carry a passenger 
over their tracks, a demurrer for misjoinder was properly overruled, 
as they are jointly liable for a failure to discharge the duty under- 
taken in a joint operation and use of their property in the exercise 
of their franchise. Carleton v. R. R., 43. 


2. In an action for damages for personal injuries, where the defendant 
set up a release as an accord and satisfaction, the plaintiff is not 
required to return the money received before setting up the plea 
that the release was procured by fraud in the factum; but if he 
recovers damages the amount paid him will be deducted. Hayes 
o. R, R., 125. 


3. Matters in mitigation of damages may be shown under an answer con- 
taining a general denial only, and need not be specially pleaded. 
Creighton v. Water Commissioners, 171. 


4. Where an action for services rendered was brought by attachment and 
without personal service against parties who owned no interest in 
the land attached, but the real owners at their own request upon 

their verified petition were made parties defendant, the Court 
properly denied their motion, made at a subsequent term, to be 
allowed to withdraw from the case, especially as an allegation in 
the petition which constituted the basis of plaintiff's cause of action 
had been admitted by plaintiff in his reply. Morrison v. Mining 
Co., 250. 
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5. In an action to recover the value of services rendered, were it was 


admitted that plaintiff was defendant’s agent in caring for his 
property, and there being proof of services performed and knowingly 


- received, and of their value, the law implies a promise by defendant 


to pay a fair and reasonable compensation therefor, and it was not 
necessary for plaintiff to allege or prove a special contract for the 
payment of his services. Ibid. 


6. The defendant was not entitled to judgment by default on his counter- 


claim where, pursuant to leave given by the Court, a formal denial 
was entered. Tillinghast v. Cotton Mills, 268. 


7. Where the complaint alleged a contract of sale and a breach thereof, 


and the answer denied that it was an absolute sale and alleged by. 
wy of counter-claim that the goods were shipped on consignment, 
and demanded an account, the plaintiff's cause of action was in 
itself a direct denial of the counter-claim, and a judgment by 
default on the counter-claim before the issues in reference to the 
plaintiff's cause of action were determined would have been irregular 
and improper. Ibid. 


an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, the 
defendant having denied its liability to the plaintiff on the policy 
by alleging that there was a violation of the Iron-safe Clause, 
whereby the policy became null and void, it cannot now successfully 
plead the failure of the plaintiff to file proofs of loss and defeat his 
recovery, as the defense is inconsistent with that of non- complance 
with the Iron-safe Clause. Parker v. Insurance Co., 339. 


9. In an action to recover a loss under a fire insurance policy, where the 


Iron-safe Clause allows thirty days for making the inventory and 
the books are not required to be opened until the inventory is com- 
pleted, the defendant cannot avail itself of any alleged violation of 
any provision in the Iron-safe Clause, where the fire occurred within 
thirty days after the policy was issued. Jbid. 


10. Where this Court, on the former appeal, construed the pleadings as 


raising certain issues, and the parties went to trial on the pleadings, 
it is too late on this appeal to raise the question that such issues 
are not presented by the pleadings. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520. 


POSSESSION. See “Processioning”’; “Attachment”; “Levy.” 


PRACTICE. 
1. Ina processioning proceeding under Revisal, secs. 325-826, to establish 


a boundary line, where the defendant denied the plaintiff’s title and 
pleaded both the twenty years’ and seven years’ statutes as a defense, 
the Clerk, under Revisal, sec. 717, should “transfer the cause to the 
civil issue docket for trial during the term upon all issues raised 
by the pleadings’—in this case, both the issues of boundary and 
title. Woody v. Fountain, 66. 


2. In.a processioning proceeding, the provision in Revisal, sec. 326, that 


occupation of land constitutes ownership for the purpose of estab- 

lishing boundary, applies only where the answer does not deny the 
boundary, or denies only the boundary; but where the denial extends 
to the plaintiff’s title also, and the case is transferred to the term. 
of Court for “trial on all the issues raised’ (Rev., sec. 717), the 
action becomes substantially a civil action to quiet title, and it 
devolves upon the plaintiff to make out his title as well as his boun- 


- dary, and possession ceases to be sufficient proof of ownership. Ibid. 
83. Where the defendant entered a special appearance and moved to dismiss 


for defective service, which motion was denied and he excepted, 
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and he thereafter entered a general apparance, the’ Court was au- 
thorized to enter a personal judgment against him. Lemly v. Ellis, 
200. 


4. In an action for damages for. breach of warranty in a deed, in which 
certain bonds were attached, the defendant cannot complain of a 
judgment directing that the bonds be sold by a commissioner, instead 
of an order to the Sheriff to ce the attached property under Revisal, 
see. 784. Ibid. 


5. The Court properly permitted the jury to carry the charge with them 
on retiring to the jury room, at the request of one of the jurors. 
Gaither v. Carpenter, 240. 


6. Where the charge of the Court was taken to the jury room on retirement, 
but by oversight, the special prayers asked by appellant and given, 
were not also handed to the jury, this does not constitute error, 
where his counsel were present in the court room and did not then, 
or at any time before verdict, call the matter to the attention of 
the Court. Jbid. 


7. When a case is before the Judge on appeal, it is optional with him to 
try it or remand to the Clerk with instructions. Jn re Wittknowsky’s 
Land, 247, 


8. Where the complaint alleged a contract of sale and a breach thereof, and 
the answer denied that it was an absolute sale and alleged by way 
of counter-claim that the goods were shipped on consignment, and 
demanded an account, the plaintiff’s cause of action was in itself 
_a direct denial of the counter-claim, and a judgment by default on 
the counter-claim before the issues in reference to the plaintiff’s 
cause of action were determined would have been irregular and 
improper. Tillinghast v. Cotton Mills, 268. 


9. Where a proceeding for partition was brought in 1881 and upon issues 
raised was transferred for trial to the Superior Court and a consent 
decree was entered at June Term, 1887, appointing commissioners 
for partition, who filed their report with the Clerk in 1887, and no 
exceptions in any form were ever filed to its confirmation and a 
decree confirming the report was procured at the April Term, 1906, 
without giving special notice to the defendant or his counsel: Held, 
that the defendant’s motion to set aside the decree of confirmation 
was properly denied. Roberts v. Roberts, 309. 


10. Upon a motion to dismiss an action because the summons had not 
been properly served, the defendant had the right to have the facts 
stated by the Judge, but in the absence of any request to the Judge 
so to do, his failure to state them was not error. Parker v. In- 
surance Co., 339. 


11. Where a motion to revive a dormant judgment was before the Judes 
by appeal, it was optional with him to reverse the Clerk and remand 
the case to him with directions how to proceed, or himself to grant 
the motion to revive the judgment and to order. execution: to issue. 
Martin v. Briscoe, 353. 


12. Under Revisal, sec. 33861, it is not necessary that the offense of bigamy 
should be committed in the county where the bill is found, to confer 
jurisdiction, and the proper remedy, where permissible, is by plea 
in abatement. S. v. Long, 670. 

13. If the defendant desires fuller information upon which to prepare his. 
defense than is required to be charged in the indictment for bigamy, 
Revisal, sec. 3361, he should ask for a bill of particulars, Revisal 
3244. Ibid. 
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1. Where the testimony disclosed that the insured was “found dead with a 
gunshot wound in his left side,’ with the additional and only ex- 
planatory statement, “Everything pointed to an accident in handling 
the gun, which was supposed to be empty,” the Court was correct 
in charging the jury that if the testimony was believed, they should 
find that death was not suicidal. Thaxton v. Insurance Co., 338. - 


2. In an action of ejectment, where the sister of plaintiffs, who held a deed 
for a tract of land, died in infancy without ever having entered on 
- the land, and thereafter their father, who lived on a different tract, 
took possession of the land and held it until his death, when the 
plaintiffs entered into possession: Held, the father will not be 
presumed to have entered in behalf of his children, where there was 
no evidence that he professed to do so, and none that they had any 
title, but at most only color of title, and his possession will not 
inure to them so as to perfect any colorable title they may have 

had as against a stranger. Barrett v. Brewer, 88. 


3. The fact of an accident carries with it no presumption of negligence 
on the part of the employer. Shaw v. Manufacturing Co., 131. 


4, When insanity is once shown to exist, there is a presumption that it 
continues, open to testimony showing a restoration of mental sound- 
ness. Beard v. R. R., 136. 


_& There is no presumption of mental anguish growing out of the relation 
of stepmother and son, but it is a fact that the plaintiff may prove, 
if she can, to the satisfaction of the jury. Harrison v. Telegraph 
Co., 147, 


6. It is the duty of a railroad to use reasonable care to arovide: and maintain 
a safe switch and to keep it properly adjusted, and the fact that it 
was not so adjusted and set to the main track, where, according to 
the regular schedule, a passenger train was expected to pass over ‘it, 
raises a presumption that defendant’s servants, entrusted with that 
duty, were negligent, and casts upon defendant the duty of “going for- 
ward” with proof to the contrary. Haynes v. R. R., 154. 


7. In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a message, 
the Court charged the jury, “The message not having been delivered 
until a week afterwards, the law presumes negligence on the part 
of the defendant company, but it is not such a presumption as could 
not be rebutted. But it requires proof on the part of the defendant 
by the greater weight of the evidence that it did exercise due care 
in the effort to deliver the message.” The first paragraph was 
correct, the latter incorrect. Shepard v. Telegraph Co., 244. 


§. The fact that mental anguish is presumed where close relationship 
exists, does not exclude the more direct proof by the plaintiff's own 
testimony. Ibid: 


9. In the absence of any statement of the facts by the trial Saws: this 
Court must presume, in support of his ruling, which is presumed 
to be correct, that he found as a fact that the defendant was not duly 
licensed, and that Revisal, sec. 4750, did not apply, but that the 
process had been properly served under Revisal, sec. 440. Parker v. 

— Insurance Co., 339. 


10. In an action for malicious prosecution, an instruction that if the jury 
find that the defendant sold the goods straight-out to the plaintiff, 
and that the defendant had him arrested for the purpose of collect- 

ing the debt, they would answer the issue of malice in favor of the. 
plaintiff, because that would be a wrongful act done intentionally 
‘and without just cause and excuse, was erroneous, as it was for 
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the jury to determine and not for the Court whether such an act was 
committed when the defendant caused the plaintifi’s arrest under 
the evidence in this case. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


11. In an action for malicious prosecution, the term “malice,” in reference 


to the question of damages, means malice in the sense of personal 
ill-will, while in respect to the issue of fixing responsibility it need 
not necessarily be personal ill-will, but may be said to exist where 
there has been a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally done 
plaintiff without just cause or excuse, and it may be inferred from 
the absence of probable cause. Jbid. 


12. In the absence of proof to the contrary, it will be assumed that an annual 


or stated meeting of the stockholders of a corporation was held in 
accordance with the requirements of the charter. Hill v. R. R., 539. 


13. Where a resolution for the lease of corporate property provided for the 


deposit of securities for the payment of rentals with the State 
Treasurer, but the deposit was made with a trust company as au- 
thorized by the terms of the lease; and the change was called to the 
attention of the stockholders by the president at an annual meeting 
held a few months after a resolution had been passed directing a 
full inquiry to be made by a committee into the matter of the deposit, 
and particularly as to when and where it had been made, after which 
no further objection was made as to the deposit: Held, that the 
stockholders are presumed to have had knowledge of the contents 
of the lease, and any objection to the lease because the deposit was 
not made with the State Treasurer, or because it was not sufficient 
in amount, was waived. Ibid. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. See “Master and Servant.” 
1. A statement made by the agent of plaintiff, at the time he took the order, 


as to what the contract was and as a part of the transaction, is 
binding upon the principal. Typewriter Co. v. Hardware Co., 97. 


2. In an action against a railroad company for damages for an alleged 


wrongful assault by its servant, the Court correctly charged the jury 
that “where a servant does a wrong to a third person the master must 
answer for the act, if it was committed in the scope and course of 
the servant’s employment and in furtherance of the master’s inter- 
ests,” and committed no error im refusing plaintiff's prayer that if 


. the assault was committed by the servant while engaged in the per- 


formance of his dutes, the company was, in any event, responsible. 
Roberts v. R. R., 176. 


3. Plaintiff’s services, consisting in looking after mining property, paying 


4, 


the taxes and listing it and keeping trespassers off, constitute no 
lien on the property which followed it into a purchaser’s hands, 
and where plaintiff had no personal claim against such purchaser, 
who acquired his interest after the suit had been commenced, the 
motion of nonsuit as to the latter should have been allowed. Mor- 
rison v. Mining Co., 250. 


In an action to recover the value of services rendered, where it was 


admitted that plaintiff was defendant’s agent in caring for his prop- 
erty, and there being proof of services performed and knowingly 
received, and of their value, the law implies a promise by defendant 
to pay a fair and reasonable compensation therefor, and it was not 
necessary for plaintiff to allege or prove a special contract fdr the 
payment of his services. Jbid. 


5. When one deals with an agent, it behooves him to ascertain correctly 


the scope and extent of his authority to contract for and in behalf 


of his aleeed principal. Bank v. Hay, 326. 
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6. The principal is liable upon a contract duly made by his agent with a 
third person: (1). When the agent acts within the scope of his actual 
authority; (2) when the contract, although unauthorized, has been 
ratified; (3) when the agent acts within the scope of his apparent 
authority, unless the third person has notice that the agent is ex- 
ceeding his authority. Jvid. — 


7. The principal may also, in certain cases, be estopped to deny that a per- 


son is his agent and clothed with competent authority or that . 


-his agent has acted within the scope of the authority which the 
‘nature of the particular transaction makes it necessary for him 
to have. Jbid. 


8. The authority to draw, accept or endorse bills, notes and checks will not 
readily be implied as an incident to the express authority of an 
agent. It must ordinarily be conferred expressly, but it may be. 
implied if the execution of the paper is a necessary incident to the 
business, that is, if the purpose of the agency cannot otherwise be 
accomplished. Loid, 


9. Where the letters, upon which the plaintiff bank relied as authority to 
an agent to make the draft which it cashed, show that the alleged 
authority to draw was nothing more than private instructions by 
the principal to his agent as to how he should conduct this part of 
the business, and were not to be used as a basis of credit to the 
agent, the Court properly nonsuited the plaintiff. Jbid. 


10. The principle that knowledge of the agent will be imputed to the princi-. 
pal does not apply where the question is as to the responsibility for 
instituting a criminal prosecution, dependent in part on what the 
principal understood the trade to be which the agent had made, 
from information reasonably relied on by him, nor does the principle 
of imputed knowledge apply when it would be against the interest 
of the agent to make the disclosure. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


11. While a corporation may contract under an assumed and fictitious name 
and be bound on the contract, the president or other managing officer, 
without any authority whatever, cannot bind the corporation by 
endorsing, in his own name, or the name of some firm of which he 
may be a member, a note payable to himself for which the corporation 
received no benefit or consideration. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520, 


PROBABLE CAUSE. See “Questions for Jury”; “Attachment”; “Evidence.” 
PROBATE. See “Wills.” 


PROCEDURE. 


When owing to the illness of the trial Judge the cause could not proceed 
to judgment, and when, ‘without default or laches on the part of 
the defendant, she had her motion continued and moved for a new 
trial upon exceptions reserved at the next term, when judgment 
was pronounced against her, from which she appealed, the appeal was 
lost under Revisal, sec. 5384; but a new trial will be granted, as the - 
loss resulted from an act of God, which she could not foresee, and the 
consequences of which she could not avoid. &. v. Robinson, 620. 


PROCESS. 


1. A notice by Township ee to a land owner that they had condemned 
a strip of his land to widen the public highway was not the beginning 
of legal proceedings, under Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as amended by 
Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), where the taking was under the 
right of eminent domain and was not contested. In re Wittkowsky’ § 
Land, 247. 
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Z. In a proceeding by a land owner indies Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as 
amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), to assess damages for 
land taken for highway purposes, notice of the proceeding is required 
to be given to the Township Trustees and County Commissioners 

under the “law- of the land.” Jbid. 


3. Laws 1901, ch. 50, sec. 5, as amended by Laws 1905, ch. 770, sec. 1 (2), 
providing that any person aggrieved may within six months after a 
change of road, or a new road has been opened and completed, apply 
for a jury to assess damages, means that the proceeding shall be 
begun “within,” 7. e., “not later than” six months after the road 
has been changed or the new road opened and completed. Jbid. © 


4, An exception to the Court’s refusal to dismiss an action against a foreign 
insurance company because the summons wag not served on the State 
Insurance Commissioner as required by Revisal, sec. 4750, cannot be 
sustained, where the trial Judge found no facts and it does not ap- 
pear affirmatively that the company is licensed to do business in this 
State. Parker v. Insurance Co., 339. 


5. Upon a motion to dismiss an action because the summons had not been 
properly served, the defendant had the right to have the facts stated 
by the Judge, but in the absence of any request to the Judge so to 
do, his failure to state them was not error. Ibid. . 


6. Where the complaint endeavors to set up two causes of action—one for 
malicious prosecution and the other for malicious abuse of process— 
but the evidence shows that the plaintiff’s entire grievance arises 
from a criminal prosecution for-embezzlement, in which he was 
arrested and bound over to Court, and there is no evidence that the 
defendant did or attempted to do any act in the criminal proceedings 
which was contrary to the orderly and regular prosecutien of the 
case, an issue addressed to the cause of action for malicious abuse of 
process should not be submitted. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


' PROCESS, ABUSE OF. See “Evidence.” 


PROCESSIONING. 


1. In a processioning proceeding .under Revisal, secs. 325-326, to establish 
a boundary line, where the defendant denied the plaintiff's title and 
pleaded both the twenty years’ and seven years’ statutes as a defense, 
the Clerk, under Revisal, sec. 717, should “transfer the cause to the 
civil issue docket for trial during the term upon all issues raised 
by the pleadings’”—in this case, both the issues of boundary and 
title. Woody v. Fountain, 66. 


2. In a processioning proceeding, the provision in Revisal, sec. 326, that 
occupation of land constitutes ownership for the purpose of establish- 
ing boundary, applies only where the answer does not deny the © 
boundary, or denies only the boundary; but where the denial extends 
to the plaintiff’s title also, and the case is transferred to the term 
of Court for “trial on all the issues raised” (Rev., sec. 717), the 
action becomes substantially a civil action to quiet title, and it 
devolves upon the plaintiff to make out his title as well as his boun- 
dary, and possession ceases to be sufficient proof of ownership. Jbid. 


3. In a processioning proceeding, where the cause has been transferred to 
the Court at term, an instruction to the jury that “if they. should 
_ find from the greater weight of evidence that the original and true 
line between the plaintiff and defendant is as claimed by defendant, 
then you will answer this issue (as to boundary) in his favor,” was 
erroneous, as the burden of proof was on the plaintiff " ‘establish 

the line. Jbid. 
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PROPERTY, RIGHT TO FOLLOW. See “Fraud.” 

PROXIMATE CAUSE. ‘See “Negligence.” 

PUBLIC POLICY. See “Statutes”; “Contracts. yo 

PUBLIC ROADS. See “Roads and Highways.” | 
PURCHASER FOR VALUE. See “Contracts”; “Questions for Courts.” 


QUESTIONS FOR COURT. See “Court, Power of.” 


1. The doctrine of specific performance with compensation for defects, when 
the vendor cannot convey exactly what his contract calls for, is 
usually applied to cases where the defects urged as a ground for 
compensation existed when the contract was made, but when the 
circumstances required, it is extended to cases in Which the defects 
arose afterwards, as when the property was destroyed by fire sub- 
sequently to the execution of the contract, its application resting in 
the sound legal discretion of the Court. Sutton v. Davis, 474. 


2. In an action for injuries received in coupling cars without automatic 
couplers by an employee of a large manufacturing company which 
in connection therewith and as. part of the same owns twelve to 
fourteen miles of railroad track on which it operates, with its own 
crew, engine and cars belonging to it, and the cars of other roads, the 
Court was correct in charging the jury that the failure of the de- 
fendant to equip its cars with automatic couplers was negligence, 
and that if such failure was the proximate cause of plaintiff's inju- 
ries, they would answer the issue as to negligence “Yes.” Hairston 
v. Leather Co., 512. 


3. The exceptions to the charge of the Court on the issues directed to the 
question whether the defendant R. was a purchaser for value and 
without notice of D.’s fraudulent purpose in making certain trans- 
fers, are without merit, there being no evidence that R. had notice — 
of facts sufficient to put him on inquiry. Bank v. Hollingsworth, 520. 


QUE STIONS FOR JURY. 


wake In an action for damages for alleged wrongful and malicious attachment 
of plaintifi’s property, where the general manager of defendant testi- 
fied that the party who bought the goods told him that they were 
for the use of and bought for the account of plaintiff; that he had 
no reason to disbelieve this statement; that the former action was 
instituted in good faith, believing the present plaintiff owed the 
debt for which the property was attached; that he submitted all the 
facts to his counsel and acted upon his advice, and that he had no 
idea. what property the Sheriff had attached: Held, that the Court 
erred in charging the jury that if they believed the evidence they 
would find that the attachment was issued without probable cause. 
Railroad Co. v. Hardware Co., 54. 


2. In an action for injuries caused by the falling of a bed-plate of a cloth 
press, weighing several thousand pounds, it was a question for the 
jury to determine whether the plaintiff placed himself in a place of 
obvious danger, such as no prudent person would occupy, in standing 
immediately behind and looking over the bed-plate as it stood on its 
edge, and directing a battering-ram which was being propeiled 
against it from the opposite side. Shaw v. Manufacturing Co., 181. 


_ 3. There is no presumption of mental anguish growing out of the relation 
of stepmother and son, but it is a fact that the plaintiff may prove, 
if she can, to the satisfaction of the jury. Harrison v. Telegraph 
Co., 147. . 
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4. In an action against a Register of Deeds to recover the penalty nee 

_ Revisal, sec. 2090, for issuing a marriage license contrary to its 

’ provisions, where the uncontradicted evidence showed that the Reg- 

ister took the word of the prospective bridegroom and his friend, 

neither of whom he knew, as to the age of the young lady, and made 

no further inquiry of any one, the Court should have given the 

plaintiff's prayer for instruction that as a matter of law defendant 

failed to make reasonable inquiry as to the age of pee BAN enter: 
Morrison v. Teague, 186. 


5. In passing upon the question as to whether the will was procured by 
undue influence, the age of the testator, his mental and physical | 
condition, and other relevant facts may be considered by the jury. 
Linebarger v. Linebarger, 229. 


6. Where the testimony shows that plaintiff, a foreman of a force ‘aniowaine 
cars, engaged in the performance of his duty, was injured be- 
‘ Gause some cars, which had been stopped on an incline thirty 
steps away, commenced to move without warning to plaintiff and, 
rolling down the incline, struck the car on which plaintiff was stand- 
ing doing his work, and caused the injury, the Court properly sub- 
mitted the case to the jury, it being the duty of the engine crew to 
place and securely scotch the cars on the incline, there to remain 

until moved by plaintiff's order. Bird v, Leather Co., 283. 


ce Direct ‘evidence of negligence is not required, but the same may be in- 
-ferred from acts and attendant circumstances, and if the facts proved 
“establish the more reasonable probability that the defendant has 
_been guilty of actionable negligence, the case cannot be withdrawn 
from the jury, though the possibility of accident may arise on the 
evidence. Jbid. 


8. Where the plaintiff testified that he was applying the rakes in the cus- 
tomary and usual way when he was injured by a collision with 
cars that rolled unexpectedly down an incline, and being stationed 
between two cars loaded with bark, it is not likely he could have 
noted the approach of the cars, and the evidence shows that he had 
not noted their approach, the Court properly declined to hold as a 
matter of law that plaintiff was Spy of contributory negligence. 
Ibid. 


9. Where the parties waived a jury trial and agreed that the Judge should 
find the facts and enter judgment thereon, and the Judge found the 
facts and entered judgment in favor of the defendant, and upon 
appeal this Court wag of opinion that upon the facts found judgment 
should have been entered in favor of the plaintiff, and entered its 
order “Reversed”: Held, that upon presentation of the certificate of 
opinion, the Court below properly entered judgment for the plaintiff, 
and the defendant’s motion for a trial de novo on the ground that 

. some of the findings of fact had been mads without any evidence to 
support them, came too late, he having acquiesced in the findings 
without exceptions. Matthews v. Fry, 384. 


10. tn an action for an injury from an alleged negligent blasting, where 
plaintiffs evidence tends to prove that defendant was blasting rock 

with dynamite on the outskirts of the city about 100 yards from a 

_ street and 175 yards from plaintiff’s residence, and in close proximity 

to other houses, and that a rock weighting 20 pounds, from one of the 
blasts, crashed through plaintiff's residence; that defendant’s fore- 

man was not an expert blaster, and was absent a part of the time; 

that his assistants had but little experience; that the blast was fired 

off without being properly smothered; that smothering is a safe 
method usually employed in such operations, and had it been prop- 
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11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 
16. 


17. 


erly done on this occasion the injury could not have well resulted: 
Held, that this evidence of negligence was amply sufficient to have 


_ been submitted to the jury. Kimberly v. Howland, 398. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, an instruction that if the jury 


find that the. defendant sold the goods straight-out to the plaintiff, 


‘and that the defendant had him arrested for the purpose of collecting 


the debt, they would answer the issue of malice in favor of the 
plaintiff, because that would be a wrongful act done intentionally 
and without just cause and excuse, was erroneous, as it was for the © 
jury to determine and not for the Court whether such an act was 
committed when the defendant caused the plaintiff's arrest under 
the evidence in this case. Stanford v. Grocery Co., 419. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, the term “malice,” in reference 


to the question of damages, means malice in the sense of personal 
ill-will, while in respect to the issue fixing responsibility it need not 
necessarily be personal ill-will, but may be said to exist where there 


has been a wrongful act knowingly and intentionally done plaintiff — 


without just cause or excuse, and it may be inferred from the 
absence of probable cause. Jbid. 


In an action for malicious pnasedullon: on the question of damages 


the Court properly told the jury they could allow for a reasonable 
attorney’s fee paid by plaintiff in the case in which the prosecution 
was had. Ibid. 


In an action for malicious prosecution, punitive or exemplary damages 


may be awarded by the jury, but the right to such damages does 


not attach, as a conclusion of law, because the jury have found 
the issue of malice against the defendant, but the jury must find 
that the wrongful act was done for actual malice in the sense of 
personal ill-will, or under circumstances of insult, rudeness or 
oppression, or in a manner which showed a reckless and wanton dis- 
regard of the plaintiff’s rights. Jbid. 


Juries should not only find the facts, but they should draw their own 


It 


conclusions therefrom uninfluenced by the acts or language of the 
Court; and the language of a charge, “if you believe the evidence, 
the defendant is guilty, and you will return a verdict of guilty,” 
is improper, though, standing alone, not reversible error. 8S. wv. 
Simmons, 6138. 


is error for the Court below, when informed by the jury in answer 
to his question, that some of them believed the defendant guilty and 
some not guilty, to poll the jury, ascertain from each that he believed 
the evidence; and then again instruct them, “if they believe the 
evidence to return a verdict of guilty,” it being an intimation of 
opinion upon the facts and calculated to prevent an impartial con- 
sideration of the case. Ibid. 


The findings of a special verdict on an indictment for selling liquor 


without a license must be sufficient for the Court, as a matter of 
law, to determine the innocence or guilt of the defendant; when 
the verdict leaves open the inference of innocence or guilt as one 


of fact, it is defective, and a new trial will be ordered. S. v. 


Hanner, 632. 


RAILROADS. | 
1. A railroad company which hag leased its road-bed, track and senting: 


stock to another corporation is liable for the torts of the lessee, and | 
this liability extends to an injury sustained by a passenger se the 
negligence of the servants of the lessee. Carleton v. R. R., 
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2, Where a complaint alleges that two railroad aGrpoeations jointly opera- 


ting their properties through the agency of a lessee betwen two points 
connected by their road-beds and tracks, in the discharge of their 
duty as common carriers undertook to carry a passenger over their 


tracks, a demurrer for misjoinder was properly overruled, as they 


are jointly liable for a failure to discharge the duty undertaken in 
a joint operation and use of their property in the exercise of their 
franchise. Jbid. 


3. in an action for aainages growing out of an attachment of plaintiff's cars, 


alleging malice and want of probable cause and that the attachment 
of ten cars was excessive and an abuse of process of the Court, 
evidence of profits which the plaintiff might have.made from hiring 
its cars was properly pacraees as speculative damages. FR. R., v. 
Hardware Co., 54. 


4, The true measure of damages in such a case is the interest upon the 


5, In 


value of the cars, increased or diminished, as the case might be, 
by the difference between the deterioration of the cars if in daily 
use, and their deterioration while wrongfully tied up, provided 
plaintiff could not have avoided injury from the attachment By giving 
bond and retaining possession of its cars. Jbid. 


an action for damages for alleged wrongful and iaaneieis attach- 


ment of plaintiff's cars, the Court erred in refusing to admit the 
testimony of the agent of the company, which was surety on the 
prosecution bond in this action, that for the payment of $10 it would 
have signed a replevy bond to secure release of the cars attached. Jbid. 


6. Where certain townships by extra taxation procured the building through 


7. In 


their territory of a railroad, the Legislature has the power to 


direct the County Commissioners to expend exclusively in those 
townships the county taxes derived from such railroad property 
in said townships ‘in repairing roads, building bridges, extending 
schools, or such other purposes as the Commissioners may deem 
best,” until the amount so used in said townships shall fully 
reimburse them for the amount paid out to aid in building said 
railroad. Jones v. Commissioners, 59. | 

an action against a railroad for damages for personal injuries, 
an instruction that “if the jury found that the rule which was 
offered by the defendant was habitually violated to the knowledge 


of the defendant or of those who stood toward the plaintiff in the 


position of vice-principals, or if they found that the rule was so 
frequently and openly violated for such a length of time that the 
defendant could, by the exercise of ordinary care, have ascertained 
that it was being violated, the rule is considered in law as being 
abrogated, and would have no effect upon the acts of eG plaintiff,” 
was correct. Biles v. R. R., 78. 


8. In an action for negligence against a railroad company operating in this 
State, the defense of working on in the presence of a defective 


appliance or machine, usually dealt with under the head of assump- 
tion of risk, has been eliminated by the Fellow-servant Act; but if 
apart from the element of assumption of risk, the plaintiff in his 
own conduct has been careless in a manner which amounts to con- 
tributory negligence, his action fails, except in extraordinary and 
imminent cases like those of Greenlee and Trozler. Ibid. 


9, In an action for injuries received at a railroad crossing, where there was 


evidence tending to prove that the railroad company kept a flagman 
stationed at this crossing for the purpose of warning passers-by, 
and that plaintiff knew of this custom, and that when he got near 


the crossing he looked for the watchman, but saw none, the Court 
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did not err in refusing to charge at plaintiff’s request that he had a 
right to cross the track under the circumstances, and was absolved 
from the usual duty of looking and listening. Hodgin v. R. R., 93. 


10. When a watchman is stationed at a crossing to give warning, the 


traveler who sees the watchman in his place has the right to 
rely on him for protection, but when he discovers that the watchman 
is absent from his post of duty he is put on his guard at once, and 
must exercise ordinary care to protect himself from injury. He 
should then look and listen for passing trains. Ibid. 


4. In an action for injuries to a passenger on a caboose car, an instruction 


that “plaintiff admits that he asked the conductor if he could 
ride on his train, and was told by him that he could, but to wait 
until he got through his work and he would pull the caboose up to 


tthe station,’ was erroneous where there was evidence from which 


the jury might find that the plaintiff admitted only that while 
the conductor did tell him to wait a few minutes and he would pull 
the caboose up to the station, he regarded it merely as a favor offered 
to him by an obliging conductor and not as a denial to him of the 
right to enter the car, or even as a warning to him not to do so. 
Miller v. R. R., 115. 


12. In an action by a freight conductor for personal injuries, where the 


evidence shows that he was going with a lighted lantern from the 


-freight office to take charge of his train; that the night was dark 


and stormy and that the wind blew his lantern out and he did not 
return to light it, but continued along the platform, feeling his way 
with -his feet, and fell down the steps which were cut into the plat- 
form about three feet, and which he knew were there; that there was 
no light on the platform nor railing around the steps: Held, that 
the Court did not err in refusing to hold as a matter of law that the 
plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence. Beard v. R. R., 136. 


13. An instruction that “although the plaintiff’s lantern was blown out, 


14, It 


he had the right to proceed on to his train if he thought he could 
safely make the journey by exercising ordinary care on his part,” 
is erroneous, standing alone, as the standard of duty is not what the 
plaintiff thought he could safely do, but what a reasonably prudent 
man, under the same circumstances, would do; but this instruction 
was so modified by other parts of the charge as not to constitute 
reversible error. Jbid. 


is the duty of a railroad to use reasonable care to provide and main- 
tain a safe switch and to keep it properly adjusted, and the fact 
that it was not so adjusted and set to the main track, where, accord- 
ing to the regular schedule, a passenger train was expected to pass 
over it, raises a presumption that defendant’s servants, entrusted 
with that duty, were negligent, and casts upon defendant the duty 
of “going forward” with proof to the contrary. Haynes v. R. R., 154. 


15. In an action against a railroad company for the death of an engineer 


whose train ran onto a switch at night, at which there was no 
light, and collided with cars standing thereon, in order to meet the 
defense of contributory negligence based on an alleged violation of a 
rule requiring decedent, when approaching a switch, in the absence 
of a light, to bring his engine under control, in order to show that 
the rule had been so habitually violated as to nullify it, and that 
such violation was essential to the operation of the trains in accord- 
ance with prescribed schedules, it wags competent to admit testimony 
of other employees as to the practice with respect to the lack of 
observation of such rule, the length of decedent’s run, the schedule 
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16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


prescribed, the number of switch lights, their usual condition, and 
the length of time a would be consumed in conforming to 
the rule. Jbid. 


Where the orders given to an engineer by the general officers of the 
company required him to run in a different manner: from that pre- 
scribed in the rules, and other trains of the class of that placed in 
his charge are so run with the knowledge and by the direction of 
the governing officers, negligence cannot be imputed to the engineer, 
although he does not follow the general rules. Jbid. 


The principle that a violation of a rule made by the employer for the 

_employee’s protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such 

employee’s injury bars a recovery, does not obtain when the rule is 

~ habitually violated to the knowledge of the employer, or when the 

rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for such a 

length of time, that the employer could, by the exercise of ordinary 
care, have ascertained its non-observance. Ibid. 


In an action against a railroad company for damages for an alleged 
wrongful assault by its servant, the Court correctly charged the 
jury that “where a servant does a wrong toa third person the master 
must answer for the act, if it was committed in the scope and course 
of the servant’s employment and in furtherance of the master’s 
interests,” and committed no error in refusing plaintiff's prayer that 
if the assault was committed by the servant while engaged in the 
performance of his duties, the company was, in any event, responsi- 
ble. Roberts v. R. R., 176. 


A railroad company by carrying on its cars Ponders of fruits for sale to 
its passengers does not invite or induce the public to enter into 
them at a station for the purpose of making purchases, and the fact 
that without objection on the part of the company persons usually 
went into the cars for the purpose of buying fruit cannot amount to 
more than a permissive license. Peterson v. R. R., 260. 


Where the plaintiff went into the train at a station for the sole purpose 
of purchasing fruit without invitation or inducement, but simply 
by the silent acquiescence of defendant’s agents, he was a mere 
permissive licensee, and took the risk incident to the movement of 
the train, and, in the absence of any wanton injury, the motion for 
nonsuit should have been allowed. Ibid. 


The defendant, by entering upon and ‘occupying plaintiff’s land for 
railroad purposes, acquired, at the end of two years from the con- 
struction of the road, an easement permitting it to use one hundred 
feet from the center on either side for railroad purpses, to the 
same extent as if condemned, which includes the right to construct 
the road-bed and to carry from it by the use of drains, carefully 
constructed, the surface. water accumulating on the right- of-way. 
Parks v. R. R., 289. 


In exercising this right, care must be taken to avoid, by the use of all 
reasonable means, all necessary damage to the lands over which it 
has a right-of-way. Ibid. 


In an action for damages for the negligent construction of a drain. by 
a railroad, the issues should be so framed that the plaintiff recovers 
damages up to the time of the trial, not exceeding five years, and 
for the permanent easement which is acquired by the payment of the 
judgment. Ibid. 


By virtue of Revisal, sec. 2628, the rule of a railroad company prohibit- 
ing passengers from going on the platform while the train is in 
motion, is given, when the statute has been complied with, the force 
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and effect of a law of the State prohibiting passengers from going on 
the platform of moving trains, and barring a recovery for injuries 
sustained under such circumstances. Shaw v. R. R., 312. © 


25. An instruction that Revisal, sec. 2628, does not apply if the plaintiff 


26. 
27. 
28. 


29. 


30. 


entered upon the platform in bona fide belief that the train was 
not moving, and if a reasonably prudent person under similar cir- 
cumstances would have so believed and acted, was erroneous. Ibid. 


The mere announcement of the name of a station is not an invitation 


to alight; but, when followed by a full stoppage of the train soon 
thereafter, is ordinarily notification that it has arrived at the usual 
place of landing passengers, Jbid. 


Where fire igs set out by sparks from a defective engine, or one not hav- 


ing a proper spark-arrester, or because operated in a careless manner, 
the company is liable for the negligence, whether the fire originates 
on or off the right-of-way. Lumber Co. v. R. R., 324. 


Where the engine is properly operated, is not defective, and has a proper 


spark-arrester, but fire originates on the right-of-way because it is 


in a foul or neglected condition, the company is liable. Ibid, 


In an action for damages for negligently setting fire to plaintiff’s lumber 


by sparks from defendant’s engine, the Court properly charged that 
if the fire was set out by the engine, the burden was on the defendant 
to show that it was equipped with a proper spark-arrester—a matter 
peculiarly within its knowledge. Ibid. 


In an action to recover damages for the alleged negligent killing of 


plaintiff's intestate from a rear end collision on a siding, where the 
evidence shows that the intestate was employed by defendant as 


_flagman, and that it was his duty, after his train had taken the siding, 


A 


to lock the switch to the main track and stand near the switch and 
protect it and give the necessary signals to approaching trains so 
as to safeguard his own train, and that he did not perform this duty, 
and his negligence in this respect was the immediate and sole cause 
of the collision by which he lost hig life, the Court did not-err in 
instructing the jury, if they believed the evidence, to find for the 
defendant. Holland v. R. R., 435. 


decree of the Superior Court enjoining defendant from sniageiae its 
freight depot upon a finding by a jury that such enlargement will 
constitute a public nuisance, will be modified so as to permit de- 
fendant to remedy and guard against any possible danger to persons 
crossing its tracks by erecting suitable gates across the street and 
by providing a gateman. Hickory v. R, R., 451. 


82. In am action for injuries received in coupling cars without automatic 


couplers by an employee of a large manufacturing compahy which 
in connection therewith and as part of the same owns twelve to 
fourteen miles of railroad track on which it operates, with its own 
crew, engine and cars belonging to it, and the cars’of other roads, 
the Court was correct in charging the jury that the failure of the 
defendant to equip its cars with automatic couplers was negligence, 
and that if such failure was the proximate cause of plaintiff’s injuries, 
they would answer the issue as to negligence “Yes.” Hairston v. 


Leather Oo., 512. 
33. The jury, under the charge, having found the issue of negligence against 


defendant, under the principle established in the Greenlee and 
Troxler cases, both the defenses of assumption of risk, which ordi- 
narily includes the negligence of a fellow employee, and that. of 
contributory negligence, are closed to defendant, unless, perhaps, 
the negligent conduct of the injured employee should amount to 


~~ yecklessness. Ibid. 
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34. The Fellow-servant Act,. Revisal, sec. 2646, applies to the. eaieead of 
defendant company and shuts off the defense of injury by negligence 
of a fellow-servant and bars all defenses by reason of assumption of 
risk unless the “apparent danger was so great that its assumption 
amounted to reckless indifference to probable consequences.” bid. 


35. Where the jury found that the plaintiff was injured by the negligence 
of the defendant in failing to have its cars equipped with automatic 
couplers, the only defense open to the defendant, in the absence of 
any evidence of recklessness, was whether plaintiff was injured in 
the course of his service and employment, and the Court properly 
submitted a separate issue as to this matter. Jbid, 


36. Where a railroad company resolved to lease its road at a special meeting 
of the stockholders, of which one of the stockholders had no notice, 
but at a subsequent annual or stated meeting a resolution was intro- 
duced, at his instance, instructing the proper officers to take legal 
action to set aside the lease and recover the property, and such resolu- 
tion was defeated: Held, that this was a ratification of the lease 
so far as any irregularity in calling or the manner of holding or 
conducting the former meeting is concerned. Hill v, R. R., 539. 


37. Payment of the appraisement into Court is a condition precedent to a 
right of entry for construction purposes by a railroad; upon the 
trial under an indictment (Revisal, sec. 3688) for trespass on lands 
after being forbidden, it is no defense to show that defendant acted 
under the instructions of his superior officer of a railroad company in 
entering upon the lands to construct a railroad, pending an appeal 
by the railroad company (Revisal, sec. 2587), when the company 
has not paid into Court the sum appraised by the commissioners. 
Evidence that such suverior officer therein acted by the advice of 
counsel learned in the law is incompetent. S. v. Matlard, 666. 


RATIFICATION. See “Cooperation”; “Railroads.” 


REGISTER OF DEEDS. 


In an action against a Register of Deeds to recover the penalty under © 
Revisal, sec. 2090, for issuing a marriage license contrary to its 
‘provisions, where the uncontradicted evidence showed that the 
Register took the word of the prospective bridegroom and his friend, 
neither of whom he knew, as to the age of the young lady, and 
made no further inquiry of any one, the Court should have given 
the plaintiff's prayer for instruction that as a matter of law defendant 
failed to make reasonable inquiry as to the age of plaintiff's daughter. 
Morrison v. Teague, 186. 


REMAINDER AND REVERSIONS. See “Deeds.” 


Under Revisal, sec. 1590, upon the application of all the parties in interest, 
the trustee representing contingent remaindermen, the Court can 
direct a sale of the land, and the Court has power to order the sale to 
be made privately, where it appears to be promotive of the interests 
of the parties. McAfee v. Green, 411. 


REMOVAL OF CAUSES. 


The action of the Superior Court Judge in refusing to remove a cause 
‘to another county for trial is not reviewable under the Revisal, sec. 
427. 8. v. Turner, 641. | 


RESERVATION TO CUT TIMBER. See “Deeds”: “Contracts. “ 
RES GHSTAl. See “Wills”; “Malicious Prosecution, us | 
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RES IPSA LOQUITUR. See “Evidence.” 
RESTRAINING ORDERS. See “Injunctions.” 
RETURN OF CONSIDERATION. See “Accord and Satisfaction. ts 


REVISAL. 
Sec. 


2768. 


A Applications for License. In re Applicants for License, 1. 


Bastardy—Support. S. v. Addington, 683. 
Bastardy Proceedings—“Fine.” Ibid. 


. Bastardy—Order of Support—Enforcement. Ibid. 
. Boundaries. Woody v. Fountain, 66.. 


Service of Process. Parker v. Insurance Co., 339. 

Removal of Cause to Another County. S. v. Turner, 641. 

Lost Appeal. 8S. v. Robinson, 620. 

Confession of Judgment—Requirements. Martin v. Briscoe, 353. 

Transfer of Cause to Civil-issue Docket. Woody v. Fountain, 66. 

Petition for Appointment of New Trustee. McAfee v. Green, 411. 

Justice of Peace—Concurrent Jurisdiction—Contract—Ex Delicto. 
Duckworth v. Mull, 461. 

Justice of Peace—Jurisdiction. Ibid. 

Sale of Land Ordered by Court—Trustee. McAfee v. Green, 411. 

Insane Person—Breach of Warranty—Testimony of Witness not 
Interested in Recovery. Lemly v. Ellis, 200. 

Declaration of Testator. Linebarger v. Linebarger, 229. 

Depositions—Exceptions—Waivers. Ivey v. Cotton Mill, 197. 

Register of Deeds—Marriage License. Morrison v. Teague, 186. 

Contracts of Married Women. S. v. Robinson, 620. 

Negotiable Instruments—Value—Consideration. Manufacturing 
Co. v. Summers, 102. 

Negotiable Instruments—Holder in Due Course. Ibid. 

Negotiable Instruments—Purchaser in Good Faith. Ibid. 


. Negotiable Instruments—Endorsements. Ibid. 


Reasonable Time. Jbid. 

Appeal from Clerk—Condemnation Proceedings. R. R. v. Bailey, 
380. 

alae Passengers on Platform of Moving Trains—Notice. 
Shaw v. FR. R., 312. 

oe a Act. Biles v. R. R., 78. 

Fellow-servant Act—Assumption of Risk. Hairston ». Leather Co., 
512. 

Fees of Solicitors. 8S. v. King, 677. 


3127 (3). Probate of Wills—Evidence. Steadman v. Steadman, 345. 


3220. 
3255. 
3255. 
e611, 
3631. 
3642. 
3688. 
3708. 


Vested Right of Solicitors in Fees. 8. v. King, 677. 
Certificate of Foreman on Bill of Indictment. S. v. Long, 670. 
Indictment Not Stayed. Jbid. 


‘Bigamous Marriage. Ibid. 


Definition of Murder. S. v. Banks, 652. 

Regulating Practice of Dentistry. 8S. v. Hicks, 689. . 
Trespass on Lands After Being Forbidden. S. v. Mallard, 666. | 
Authority to Carry Concealed Weapons. S. v. Simmons, 613... 


4468-70. Regulating Practice of Dentistry. 9S. v. Hicks, 689. 


4750. 
4809. 


Service of Summons on Insurance Commissioners. | Parker Vv. 
Insurance Co., 339. 
Limitations of Commencement of Action by Insurance Company. 


Ibid. 
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REVOCATION. See “Wills.” 
RIGHT-OF-WAY. See “Railroads”; “Easements.” | 
ROADS AND HIGHWAYS. See “Highways.’ . 


RULES OF EMPLOYER. 


1. In an action against a railroad for damages for personal injuries, an 
instruction that “if the jury found that the rule which was offered 
by the defendant was habitually violated to the knowledge of the 
defendant or of those who stood toward the plaintiff in the position 
of vice-principals, or if they found that the rule was so frequently 
and openly violated for such a length of time that the defendant 
could, by the exercise of ordinary care, have ascertained that it was 
being violated, the rule is considered in law as being abrogated, 
and would have no effect upon the acts of the pie ” was correct. 

Biles v. R. R., 78. 


2. In an action aeiitel a railroad company for the death of an engineer 

whose train ran onto a switch at night, at which there was no light, 

. and collided with cars standing thereon, in order to meet the defense 
of contributory negligence based on an alleged violation of a rule 
requiring decedent, when approaching a switch, in the absence of 
a light, to bring his engine under control, in order to show that the 
rule had been so habitually violated .as to nullify it, and that such 
violation was essential to the operation of the trains in accordance - 
with prescribed schedules, it was competent to admit testimony of 
other employees as to the practice with respect to the lack of observa- 
tion of such rule, the length of decedent’s run, the schedule pre- 
scribed, the number of switch lights, their usual condition, and the 
length of time which would be consumed in conforming to the rule. 
Haynes v. R. R., 154. 

3. Where the orders given to an engineer by the general officers of the 
company required him to run in a different manner from that pre- 
scribed in the rules, and other trains of the class of that placed 
in his charge are so run with. the knowledge and by the direction 
of the governing officers, negligence cannot be imputed to the engi- 
neer, although he does not follow the general rules. Jbid. 


4. The principle that a violation of a rule made by the employer for the 
employee’s protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such 
employee’s injury bars a recovery, does not obtain when the rule is 
habitually violated to the knowledge of the employer, or when the 
rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for such a length 
of time, that the employer could, by the exercise of ordinary care, 
have ascertained its non-observance. Ibid. 


5. By virtue of Revisal, sec. 2628, the rule of a railroad company prohibit- 
ing passengers from going on the platform while the train is in 
motion, is given, when the statute has been complied with, the force 
and effect of a law of the State prohibiting passengers from going on 
the platform of moving trains, and barring a recovery for injuries 
sustained under such circumstances. Shaw v. R. R., 312. 


SALES. See “Judicial Sales.” 


A contract for the sale and delivery of yarns, in which it was stipulated 
that bills of lading were to be sent direct to the buyer and upon re- 
ceipt of the goods he was to remit to the seller, was not substantially 

‘ performed when the seller shinned the goods with bill of lading 
attached, and the buyer was justified in not receiving them, and is 
entitled to recover as damages the difference between the contract 
price and what it reasonably cost him on the market to supply. the 
goods. ‘Riley v. Carpenter, 215. 
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SATISFACTION. See “Accord and Satisfaction.” | 
SERVICES. See “Husband and Wife”; “Attachment”; “Process.” 


SOLICITORS’ FEES. . 
1. The fees of the Solicitors are se witively of statutory regulation; 
under Revisal, sec. 2768, when default was made by one indicted for 
a misdemeanor and judgment nisi entered against him and his 
surety, thereafter made absolute, and at a still subsequent term the 
surety produced the defendant, and the penalty of the appearance 
bond was remitted by the Court, upon payment of costs, the Solicitor 
is not entitled to a fee upon the scire facias. S. v. King, 677. 


2. Under Revisal, sec. 2768, providing that the “Solicitors of the several 
judicial districts and criminal courts shall prosecute all penalties 
and forfeited recognizances entered in their courts respectively, and 
as a compensation for their services shall receive a sum to be fixed 
by the Court, not more than five per centum of the amount collected,” 
ete., the Solicitor is not entitled to a fee upon a judgment nisi of 
four dollars, or any other amount, when at a subsequent term the 
defendant is produced by his surety, the Court suspends the judg- 
ment upon payment of the’costs of the scire facias, and remits the 
penalty upon the appearance bond. Ibid. 


3. Under the Revisal, sec. 3220, the Solicitor has no vested right to his 
fee under an absolute judgment upon a forfeited recognizance which 
was subsequently set aside by the Court in the exercise of his dis- 
ecretionary power. Ibid. . 

(S. vo. Whisnant, 5 N. C., 287, holding that in a proceeding by scire facias, 
where the costs are taxed, the Solicitor is entitled to.a fee of four 
dollars, discussed and distinguished.) Jbid. . 


SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. See “Contracts”; “Deeds.” 


The doctrine of specific performance with compensation for defects, when 
the vendor cannot convey exactly what his contract calls for, is 
usually applied to cases where the defects urged as a ground for 
compensation existed when the contract was made, but when the 
circumstances reguirsed, it is extended to cases in which the defects 
arose afterwards, as when the property was destroyed by fire sub- 
sequently to the execution of the contract, its application resting in 
the sound legal discretion of the Court. Sutton v, Davis, 474. 


STARE DECISIS. 

1. The doctrine of stare decisis is applicable to this case and means that this 
Court should adhere to decided cases and settled principles, and 
not disturb matters which have been established by judicial deter- 

Bt mination. Hill v. R. R., 539. 

-2. A former adjudication of this Court in construing a statute or the organic 
law should stand when it has been recognized for years; and in such 
a case the principle settled or the meaning given to the statute 
becomes a rule for guidance in making contracts, and also a rule of 
property, and it should not be disturbed even though the conclusion 
reached may not be satisfactory to the Court at the time the same 
matter is again presented. Jbid. 


“ STATE’S CONTROL. See “Water Courses.” 
STATUTE OF FRAUDS. See neue “Corporations.” 


STATUTES. 

1. An instruction that Revisal, sec. 2628, does not apply if the plaintiff 
entered upon the platform in bona fide belief that the train was not 
moving, and if a reasonably prudent person under similar circum- 
stances would have so believed and acted, was erroneous. Shaw v. 


R. R., 312. 
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2. By virtue of Revisal, sec. 2628, the rule of a railroad company prohibit. 
ing passengers from going on the platform while the train is in 
motion, is given, when the statute has been complied with, the force 
and effect of a law of the State prohibiting passengers from going 
on the platform of moving trains, and barring a neLOVERY for injuries 
sustained under such circumstances. Ibid. 


3. The exceptions to this general doctrine are: (1) When the contract in 
question is contrary to good morals; (2) when the State of the forum, | 
or its citizens, would be injured by its enforcement; (3) when the 
contract violates the positive legislation of the State of the forum, 
and (4) when it violates its public policy. Cannaday v. R. R., 439. 


4, The charter of a railroad authorized it to construct a road from Raleigh, 
in an easterly direction, to or near Greenville; thence on the south 
side of Tar River to some point “above or near the town of Washing- 
ton,” which was on the north side of the river: Held, that the 
railroad was authorized to cross the river on a bridge, not necessarily 
“above” the town of Washington. Pedrick v. R. R., 485. 


5. While Revisal, secs. 4468, 4470, and 3642, are of a penal nature and 
strictly construed, they will receive a reasonable interpretation to . 
discover their intent; the burden of proof is upon the defendant to 

- show he came under the provisions of Revisal, sec. 4470, and in the 
absence of evidence that he practiced dentistry in the State before 
the specified time, or had filed the required statement, having ad- 
mitted that he had not passed the requisite examination or received 
the certificate, a motion to quash the indictment is properly refused. 
S. v. Hicks, 689. 


6. Time for filing the statement to practice dentistry under section 4470, 
Revisal, is not of the essence of the enactment; by a present com- 
pliance therewith the defendant will be entitled to a certificate to 
be registered under Revisal, sec. 4468, and thus become lawfully 
qualified to continue the practice of his profession. Jbid. 


7. The defendant, under an indictment for practicing dentistry without 
complying with the statute, is not excused because the designated 
officers had not furnished, as required of them, blanks upon which 
to make the statement under Revisal, sec. 4470, if he has not sub- 
stantially complied with the provisions of the statute in making his 
statement without having the blanks. Jbid. 


SUBSTANTIAL PERFORMANCE. See “Contracts.” 


One who invokes the doctrine of substantial performance in order to 
show a right to recover on a contract, must present a case in which 
there has been no wilful omission or departure from the terms of 
the contract. Riley v. Carpenter, 215. 


SUICIDE. See “Insurance.” 


SUPPLEMENTARY PROCEEDINGS. 


Where the defendant was ordered to appear before the Clerk to be ex- 
amined in a supplementary proceeding, when the Clerk was properly 
informed that a similar proceeding, was then pending before the 
Judge, he should have refused to proceed, and failing to do so, the 
Judge had the power to order that he desist from further action. 
Ledford v. Emerson, 527. 


SUPPORT. See “Bastardy.” 


SURFACE WATERS. See “Waters.” 
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TAXATION. See ea asesamentat “Municipal Corporations.” 


1. Where certain townships by extra taxation procured the building Hino 
their territory of a railroad, the Legislature has the power to direct 
the County Commissioners to expend exclusively in those townships 
the county taxes derived from such railroad property in said town- 
ships “in repairing roads, building bridges, extending schools, or 
such other purposes as the Commissioners may deem best,” until the 
amount so used in said townships shall fully reimburse them for the 

amount paid out to aid in wae said railroad. Jones v. Com- 
missioners, 59. 


2. There is no constitutional requirement that the tax tate for county pur- 
poses shall be the same everywhere. It varies in the different coun- 
ties, and may vary in different townships, parts of townships, dis- 
tricts, towns and cities in the same county. Ibid. 


3. Where the relief sought is a mandamus to comp@l a Board of County 

Commissioners to expend in a township certain taxes as directed 

by statute, the tax payers in said township are proper parties to 

bring the action, and there is no statute of limitations, as the relief 
sought is prospective. Jbid. 


4, Where a statute requires the County Commissioners to invest each year, 
in interest-bearing securities, the county taxes derived from the 
taxation of the property of a railroad in a certain township, as a 
sinking fund for the payment, at maturity, of the bonds issued by © 
said township to aid in building said railroad, a mandamus to 
compel the Commissioners to reimburse said township for the amount 
of said bonds was properly refused, where the bonds had been already 
paid off. Jbid. 


TELEGRAPHS. 


1. In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram, 
in ‘order to enable the plaintiff to recover substantial damages, 
based upon his mental distress and suffering, it is necessary for him 
to show that the defendant could reasonably have foreseen from the 
face of the message that such damages would result from a breach 
of its contract or duty, or that it had extraneous information which 

- ghould have caused it to anticipate just such a consequence from 
a neglect of its duty toward the plaintiff. Harrison v. Telegraph 
Co., 147. 


2. Where a telegram notified a stepmother of the death of her stepson and 
of the hour fixed for the funeral, the defendant’s contention that 
the only purpose of the telegram was to notify the mother of the 
hour of the interment, and that nothing else was reasonably within | 
the contemplation of the parties, is without merit. Jbid. © 


3. There is no presumption of mental anguish growing out of the relation 
of stepmother and son, but it is a fact that the plaintiff may prove, 
if she can, to. the satisfaction of the jury. Ibid. 


4, In an action to recover damages for delay in the delivery of a telegram 
notifying the plaintiff of the death of her stepson and of the hour 
of the funeral, where plaintiff testified she raised deceased from a 
small boy, and he had been with her until just before his death; that 
she had no children of her own; that he treated her with affection 
and called her mother, and she regarded him as her own son and 
loved him dearly and would have attended his funeral if she had 
received the telegram in time; that she came on the first train after it 
was delivered, but that when she arrived he had been burried; that 
it made her very nervous and affected her so much she would never 
get over it: Held, that this evidence tends to prove something more 
than mere disappointment, and. whether the plaintiff has really 
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suffered mental anguish for enich she was entitled to recover, was 
for the jury. Jbid. 

5. In an action to recover damages for the delay in the delivery of a mes- 
sage, the Court charged the jury, ‘“‘The message not having been 
delivered until a week afterwards, the law presumes negligence on 
the part of thé defendant company, but it 1s not such a presumption 
as could not be rebutted. But it requires proof on the part of the 
defendant by the greater weight of the evidence that it did exercise 
due care in the effort to deliver the message.” The first paragraph 
was correct, the latter incorrect. Shepard v. Telegraph Co., 244. 


6. The party who has not the burden of the issue is not bound to disprove 
the actor’s case by a preponderance of the evidence, for the actor 
must fail if, upon the whole evidence, he does not have a preponder- 
ance, no matter whether it is because the weight of evidence is with 
the other party or because the scales are equally balanced. Jbid. 


7. In an action to recover damages for mental anguish on account of the 
delay in the delivery of a telegram, an instruction on the issue of 
damages that the jury had “a right to take into consideration their 
own feelings’? was erroneous, aS a jury has no right to do more 
than give the plaintiff recompense for the anguish he suffered from 
the negligence of the defendant—the amount to be determined, not 
by their own feelings, but by the evidence. Jbid. 

8. It was competent for the plaintiff to testify that he was greatly grieved 
and it almost killed him because he could not be at his father’s 
deathbed and funeral. Jbid. 

9. The fact that mental anguish is presumed where close friendship exists, 
does not exclude the more direct proof by the plaintiff’s own testi- 
mony. Ibid. ; 

10. Where S. wrote to the plaintiff as follows: “Kindly advise us by wire 

. Monday if you can use 1,500 creosote barrels between now and 
January 1st, at 95 cents, delivered in carload lots,” and plaintiff filed 
with defendant on Monday a message addressed to S. as follows: 
“We accept your offer of 1,500 barrels as per yours of the 7th”: Held, 
that the letter from S. was a mere “trade inquiry,’ and was not a 
legal offer binding on acceptance, and plaintiff’s reply did not create 
a contract, and plaintiff is entitled to recover of defendant by reason 
of its negligence in the delivery of the message only nominal dam- 
ages, to wit, the price of the message. Tanning Co. v. Telegraph 
Co., 376. : 

11. In an action for damages for mental anguish on account of defendant’s 
failure to promptly deliver the following telegram: “Mother very 
sick; come at once,” signed by plaintiff's son, where the evidence 
shows that plaintiff’s son, twenty-six years old, filed the telegram 
with the defendant’s operator, who asked for the number and street 
of the sendee; that the son told the operator that he did not know 
the address, but that his father knew it; that he went back to his 

. father and got the address; that the operator knew the son and. his 
father; that the son told the operator that the sendee was his brother- 

. in-law; that the plaintiff sent his son to send the telegram and gave 
him the money to pay for it, but the son failed to so inform the 
operator: Held, there was no evidence which charged the defendant 
with knowledge that the son filed the telegram as agent of and for 
the benefit of his father. Helms v. Telegraph Co., 386. 


12. A party who is not mentioned in a message or whose interest therein is 
not communicated to the company cannot recover substantial dam- 
ages for mental anguish. Llbid. 


TITLE. See “Processioning”; “Deeds.” 
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TORTS. See “Railroad.” 


TRESPASS. 


Payment of the appraisement into Court is a condition precedent to a 
right of entry for construction purposes by @ railroad; upon the 
trial under an indictment, Revisal, sec. 3688, for trespass on lands 
after being forbidden, it is no defense to show that defendant acted 
under the instructions of his superior officer of a railroad company 
in entering upon the Jands to construct a railroad pending an appeal 
by the railroad company, Revisal, sec. 2587, when the company has 
not paid into Court the sum appraised by the commissioners. Evi- 
dence that such superior officer therein acted by the advice of counsel 
learned in the law is incompetent. S. v. Mallard, 666. 


TRIALS. See “Practice.” 


1. Where the charge of the Court was taken to the jury room on retire- 
ment, but by oversight the special prayers asked by appellant and 
given were not also handed to the jury, this does not constitute error, 
where his counsel were present in the courtroom and did not then, 
or at any time before verdict, call the matter to the attention of the 
Court. Gaither v. Carpenter, 240. 


2. It is in the discretion of the trial Judge to grant or refuse a mistrial and, 
continuance, and his action is not reviewable. 8. v. Hunter, 607. 


8. It is error for the Court below, when informed by the jury in answer 
to his question, that some of them believed the defendant. guilty 
and some not guilty, to poll the jury, ascertain from each that he 
believed the evidence, and then again instruct them, “if they believe 
the evidence to return a verdict of guilty,” it being an intimation 
of ovinion upon the facts and calculated to prevent an impartial 
consideration of the case. S. v. Simmons, 618. 


4. When owing to the illness of the trial Judge the cause could not proceed 
to judgment, and when, without default or laches on the part of 
the defendant, she had her motion continued and moved for a new 
trial upon exceptions, reserved at the next term, when judgment 
was pronounced against her, from which she appealed, the appeal was 
lost under Revisal, sec. 534; but a new trial will be granted, as the 
loss resulted from an act of God, which she could not foresee, and 
the consequences of which she could not avoid. 8S. v. Robinson, 620. 


5. In an appeal from a conviction in criminal cases it is not only proper, 
but the duty of the Supreme Court, when a new trial is granted, to 
decide upon the legal merits of the case, if it appears that the State 
cannot ultimately succeed in the prosecution. Ibid. . 


6. The validity of a trial cannot be successfully objected to upon the ground 
that one of the jurors, in the sound legal discretion of the Court, was 
permitted to ask a competent question of a witness who was then 
upon the stand giving testimony. S. v. Kendall, 659. 


7. The method by which jurors are to be selected and summoned not being 
prescribed by the Constitution, and no limitation therein upon the 
power of the General Assembly to regulate it, an exception to the 
validity of section 10, chapter 158, of the Private Laws of 1895, 
because the jurors were not drawn out of the box, but were sum- 
moned by the marshal as directed by the act, cannot be sustained 
in a criminal action charging defendant with selling liquor in viola- 
tion of section 9 of said act. S. v. Brittain, 668. 


8. Revisal, sec. 3361, is constitutional under the State and Federal constitu- 
. tions. When a man having a lawful wife admits a second marriage 
in another State, the bigamous marriage is exploited by his living 
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openly and avowedly in this State with his wife by the second mar- 
riage, and the offense may be dealt with, tried, determined and 
punished in the county where the offender may be apprehended 
or be in custody. 8S. v. Long, 670. 


TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. 


1. Where land was conveyed to a grantee “as trustee” with habendum to 
“his own use and behoof,’.and no other use is declared than such as 
would attach by operation of law, the deed reciting the payment of 
the purchase money by the grantee, the word “trustee” is surplusage, 
and a deed by the grantee, not signed as trustee, conveyed the legal 
and equitable title in fee, and upon his death there was nothing 
left in him to vest in his heirs. McAfee v. Green, 411. 


2. Under Kevisal, sec. 1037, where a trustee dies, all of the parties in interest 
may join in a petition to the Superior Court to have a new trustee 
appointed, and upon the passing of the decree the substituted trustee 
holds the legal title upon the same trusts as the original trustee— 
so far as it is competent for the Court to confer them. Ibid. 


ULTRA VIRES. Cee “Corporations.” 
VENDOR AND VENDEE. See “Contracts”; “Deeds.” 


VERDICT. . 
1. The trial Judge has no power to reduce a verdict without the consent of 
the party in whose favor the verdict is rendered. Jsley v. Bridge 
Co., 51. 
‘2. When the trial Judge thinks an injustice has been done it is his duty to 
set aside the verdict, and he may set it aside as to damages either 
excessive or inadequate. Ibid. 


3. On a motion for nonsuit, or its counterpart, the direction of a verdict, 
the evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true, and construed 
in the light most favorable to him. Biles v. R. R., 78. 


4. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, where the usual issue was sub- 
mitted to the jury, “Is the paper-writing propounded for probate, and 
every part thereof, the last will and testament of deceased?’ to 
which the jury answered, “Yes,” the verdict was not ambiguous 
because the will bore on its margin an alleged revocation, as the 

- marginal words were no part of the will. In re Shelton’s Will, 218. 


5. The findings of a special verdict on an indictment for selling liquor 
without a license must be sufficient for the Court, as a matter of 
law, to determine the innocence or guilt of the defendant; when the 
verdict leaves open the inference of innocence or guilt as one of fact, 
it is defective, and a new trial will be ordered. S. v. Hanner, 632. 


VERDICT REDUCING. See “Verdict.” 
VESTED RIGHTS. See “Contracts”; “Deeds”; “Solicitor’s Fees.” 
VOTE. See “Municipal Corporations”; “Legislature.” 


WAIVER. See “Contracts.” 

1. Where proofs of death of the insured have been formally made, and the 
insurance company retains them without suggesting any defect or 
failure to comply with the requirements of the policy, and finally 
refuses to pay the claim, it thereby waives any defect in the formal 
proofs of death and acknowledges that the requisite proofs were 
received by it. Thaxton v. Insurance Co., 33. 
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WAIVER—Con nae: 


2. The fact that an assessment life insurance company, on some occasions, 
accepted payment by the insured of assessments after they should 
have been paid, did not constitute a waiver of the terms of the 
policy nor amount to an agreement that premiums need not be 
paid promptly, especially where there was unreasonable delay and 
the health of the insured had become hopelessly impaired. Hay v. 
Association, 256. 


8. Where the plaintiff, an sapleets of the defendant, pitenea into a con- 
tract in South Carolina, pursuant to which he became a member of 
its Relief Department, by which he agreed that the acceptance by 
him of benefits for injuries sustained should operate as a release and 
satisfaction of all claims against defendant growing out of said 
injuries, and the contract of employment was made in South Carolina, 

and the plaintiff was injured in that State by defendant’s negligence, 

and accepted and received benefits under the provisions of the con- 
tract in said State, and where the courts of South Carolina have 
interpreted the contract as an agreement to elect in event of injury 
either to accept the benefits and release the defendant or waive the 
benefits and sue on the cause of action, and that his election to 
receive the benefits was a release of his cause of action for negli- 
gence: Held, that this interpretation is binding upon this Court, 
and the plaintiff, having no cause of action in South Carolina, has 
none in this State. Cannaday v. R. R., 439. 


4. Where a resolution for the lease of corporate property provided for the 
deposit of securities for the payment of rentals with the State 
Treasurer, but the deposit was made with a trust company as au- 
thorized by the terms of the lease, and the change was called to the 
attention of the stockholders by the president at an annual meeting 
held a few months after a resolution had been passed directing a 
full inquiry to be made by a committee into the matter of the deposit, 
and particularly as to when and where it had been made, after which 
no further objection was made ag to the deposit: Held, that the 
stockholders are presumed to have had knowledge of the contents of 
the lease, and any objection to the lease because the deposit was not 
made with the State Treasurer, or because it was not sufficient in 
amount, was waived. Hill v. R. R., 539. 


WARRANTY. See “Deeds”; “Contracts.” 


1. Where one contracts to serve another there is an implied representation 
that he is competent to discharge the duties of his position and is 
possessed of all the requisite skill which will enable him to do so, 
and the breach of any material stipulation, whether express or 
implied, which disables the servant to discharge his part of the 
contract or which results in his inability to do so, furnishes good 
ground for the master to terminate the contract and is a valid and 
legal excuse for the discharge of the servant. Ivey v. Cotton Mills, 
189. 


2. In an action for damages for preach of a covenant of warranty, an affi- 
davit, upon which an order of publication was based, which alleged 
that the cause of action arose upon a, breach of warranty contained in 
a deed from defendant to plaintiff registered in M. County, by which 
said breach the defendant is indebted to the plaintiff in the sum 
of $13,500, sufficiently sets out the cause of action, it not appearing 
that there was ever any other deed between the same parties. Lemly 
v. Ellis, 200. ae 


3. In an action against an insane person for damages for breach of war- 
ranty in a deed, a witness who is not interested in the recovery is 
not disqualified by Revisal, sec. 1631, though he may have an interest | 
in the land. Jbid. , 
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WARRANTY—Continued. 


4, In an action for damages for breach of warranty in a deed, in which 
certain bonds were attached, the defendant cannot complain of a 
judgment directing that the bonds be sold by a commissioner, instead _ 
of an order to the Sheriff to sell the attached property under Revisal,. 
sec. 784. Ibid. 


5. Where, in order to ascertain the damages plaintiff sustained by breach 
of a covenant of warranty in a deed, it became necessary to show 
the value of certain corporate stock transferred with the deed, the 
Court erred in charging the jury that in valuing the stock they 
could consider “the testimony as to the payment of dividends and as 
to whether the plant had been a success or not,” as the value should 
have been determined ag of the time the covenant was made, and 
according to the facts then existing, and not by what afterwards 
occurred. Ibid. 


WATER COURSES. 


1. The obstruction or interference with navigation being a public nuisance, 
no private citizen may sue therefor, unless he suffers some damage 
which is not common to the public. Pedrick v. R. R., 485. 


2. A citizen who alleges that he owns and operates a sawmill on the banks 
of a navigable river and procures logs to be sawed in his mill in 
rafts, coming down the river both above and below a proposed bridge, 
etc., and is, in that sense, an abutting owner, is entitled to maintain 
an action to enjoin the construction and maintenance of a railroad 
drawbridge across said river below his mill as an alleged public 
nuisance, but a citizen who owns and runs sail boats on said river 
has no right to sue. Jbid. 


3. The courts in such cases will act with great caution in interfering at the 
suit of private citizens. The State is the proper party to complain 
of wrong done to its citizens by a public nuisance. Ibid. 


4. The control of its navigable waters is with the State, the authority of 
the General Government being only cumulative protection from an 
interference with commerce. Ibid. 


5. The Legislature has the power to authorize a railroad corporation to: 
cross and, of course, to erect a bridge over a navigable stream. Jbid. 


6. In ascertaining whether the charter of a railroad authorizes the con- 
struction of a bridge over a navigable stream, being in derogation of 
a public right, the rule of strict construction will be invoked en 
the power will not be found unless expressly given. Ibid. 


7, The charter of a raiload authorizerd it to construct a road from Raleigh, 
in an easterly direction, to or near Greenville; thence on the south 
side of Tar River to some point “above or near the town of Washing- 
ton,” which was on the north side of the river: Held, that the rail- 
road was authorized to cross the river on a bridge, not Beccesaray 
“above” the town of Washington. Jbid. 


8. The power to control the management of a drawbridge over a navigable 
river after its construction, by requiring the draw to be kept open 
at all proper times, the removal of rafts or debris in all other re- 
spects, in which the public welfare, interest and safety is involved, 
is ample in both Federal and State governments. Jbdid. 


9. A drawbridge over a navigable water, although it unavoidably occasions 
some delay in passing it, is not necessarily such an obstruction to the 
navigation as to amount to a nuisance. To constitute nuisance, the 
obstruction must materially interrupt general navigation. Jbdid. 
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er The defendant, by entering upon and occupying plaintifi’s land for rail- 
road purposes, acquired, at the end of two years from the construc- 
tion of the road, an easement permitting it to use one hundred feet 
from the center on either side for railroad purposes, to the same 
extent as if condemned, which includes the right to construct the 
_ road-bed and to carry from it by the use of drains, carefully con- 
~ structed, the surface water accumulating on the right-of-way. Parks 

vo. R. R., 289. 


2. In an action for damages for the iealiwont construction of a drain by a 
railroad, the issues should be so framed that the plaintiff recovers 
damages up to the time of the trial, not exceeding five years, and 
for the permanent easement which is acquired by the payient of 
the judgment. Ibid. 


WEAPONS. See “Concealed Weapons.” 


WILLS, 
1A cancellation, obliteration or erasure made after ihe execution of a 
will, which does not in fact destroy some portion of the material sub- 
stance of the will, does not constitute a revocation thereof. In re 
Shelton’s Will, 218. 


2. To constitute a valid revocation of a will within the language of Revisal, 
sec, 3115, it is essential, among other requirements, that the entire 
writing, including the signature, should be in the testator’s hand- 
writing, where it is not attested by witnesses. Jbid. 


3. Declarations of the testator made after the date of an alleged revocation 
written on the margin of the will, tending to prove that he did not 
write or execute the alleged revocation, were competent. Ibid. 


4, In a proceeding for the probate of a will, on the margin of which was 
written an alleged revocation by the testator, where it was admitted 
to be the testator’s will unless it had been revoked by the words 
written on its margin, declarations by the testator as to how he 
was going to leave his property, made before the date of the alleged 
revocation, were not competent. Ibid. 


5. The declarations of the testator may not be received to explain, change 
or add to a written will, nor can it be revoked by parol. Jbid. 


6. While it was erroneous for counsel for the propounder of a will, in his 
argument, to show the alleged revocatory words on the margin of 
the will to the jury and point out differences in the formation of 
letters, ectc., between the signature on the margin and the signature 
to the will, it does not constitute reversible error where the con- 
testant failed to call the Court’s attention to it and took no exception 
at the time, Jbdid. Ps 


7%. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, on the margin of which was 
written an alleged revocation, after the propounder offered the will 
and proved its due execution, the burden of proving that the will 
had been legally revokéd was. upon the contestant. Jbid. 


8. Where the Court erroneously put upon the propounder of a will the 
burden of proving that an alleged revocation of a will was not gen- 
uine, the contestant, at whose request it was done, cannot complain. 
Lbid. 


9. In a proceeding for the probate of a will, enare the ase issue was sub- 
mitted to the jury, “Is the paper-writing propounded for probate, 
and every part thereof, the last will and testament of deceased?” to 
which the jury answered, “Yes,” the verdict was not ambiguous 
pecause the will bore on its margin an alleged revocation, as the 
marginal words were no part of the will. Jbid. - 


606 


INDEX. 


WILLS—Continued. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


Lis 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


On an issue of devisavit vel non, it was not competent to prove by a 
witness whose husband was one of the caveators and heirs at law of 
the testator, declarations of said testator offered for the purpose of 
showing undue influence, as such witness had an interest in the 
real estate, dependent upon the result of the action which disqualified 
her under Revisal, sec. 1631 (Code, 590). Linebarger v. Linebarger, 
229. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator regarding 
the execution of his will indicating the state of his mind, etc., made 
contemporaneous with or so near thereto as to fall within the prin- 
ciple of res geste, are competent. Ibid. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator regarding 
the execution of the will, tending to show undue influence, made 
prior to the execution of the will, are competent. Ibid. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, the declarations of a legatee eoaee: 
ing his own conduct, for his own benefit, cannot be used against 
other legatees, as they have not a joint interest. Ibid. 


In a proceeding for the probate of a will, where there is sufficient evi- 
dence as to undue influence by only one of the devisees, a special 
issue may be submitted directed to the validity of the interest of 
such devisee, Ibid. 


Where a special issue is submitted directed to the undue influence exert- 
ed over the testator by one of the devisees, the declarations of the 
testator made prior to the execution of the will, coupled with those 
made by such devisee, are competent to be considered by the jury 
upon the issue thus presented. Jbid. 


Upon an issue of devisavit vel non, declarations of the testator made 
prior to the execution of the will, are not sufficient. to be submitted 
to the jury to show undue influence, in the absence of evidence show- 
ing any acts of undue influence or any admissions thereof. Jbid. 


In passing upon the question as to whether the will was procured by 
undue influence, the age of the testator, his mental and physical con- 
dition, and other relevant facts may be considered by the jury. Jbid. 


Where in an action of ejectment it appears that the testator died in 
1857, and there was an attempted probate of his will at that time 
which was invalid because it did not comply with the law as it then 
existed, the will, upon a second probate in 1906 in complianze with 
the requirements of Revisal, sec. 3127, clause 3, having been duly 
recorded, was properly admitted as evidence. Steadman v. Stead- 
man, 345. 


In the absence of some statute to the contrary, there is no limit upon 
the time after a testator’s death within which a will may be proven, 
and when duly proven it relates back to the death of the testator so 
as to vest title from that date as between the parties who claim 
under it. Jbid. 


In an action of ejectment, a party who claims under a deed from a 
devisee in a will cannot question the validity of the propane of the 
will. Jbid. 

In an action of ejectment, the declarations of defendant’s grantor while 
in possession of the property to the effect that she held under the 
‘will of her father, are competent as characterizing and aeconpenyins 
the ROE of the declarant. Ibid. 
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22. ‘Where a will provided, “It is my will that my eldest daughter, Susannah, 
and my son James shall have a certain tract of land lying on the 
waters of Dill’s Creek, to be equally divided in value between them; 
and then also one other tract lying on the waters of Jarrett’s Creek. 
It is my will that my son John and daughters Mary and Margaret 
be equal sharers in said tract of land during their natural life’: 
Held, that all of the devisees being dead, the heirs at law of James 
and Susannah are the owners of the entire interest in the second or 
Jarrett tract, and the Court erred in holding that the testator died 
intestate as to this tract after a life- interest therein to his children. 
Ibid. _5 
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